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FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
DISPOSAL  AND  REUSE  OF  EAKER  AIR  FORCE  BASE,  ARKANSAS 


a.  Rasponaible  Agency;  U.S.  Ait  Force 

b.  Cooperating  Agency:  Federal  Aviation  Administration 

c.  Proposed  Action:  Disposal  and  Reuse  of  Eaker  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Mississippi  County. 
Arkansas 

d.  Written  comments  and  inquiries  on  this  document  should  be  directed  to:  Lt  Col  Gary 
Baumgartel,  Chief  of  Environmental  Planning  Division,  AFCEE-FSE,  8106  ChennauU  Road, 
Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  78235-5318,  (2101  536-3869 

e.  Designation:  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS) 

f.  Abstract:  On  January  29,  1990,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  announced  the  closure  of  Eaker 
AFB,  Arkansas,  pursuant  to  the  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act.  Previous  environmental 

*  documentation  culminated  in  the  filing  of  a  Orgfr  EnvironrrmntBi  fmpsct  Swtrmnt  for  the 
Closure  of  Eaker  AFB  in  July  1 990.  The  base  is  scheduled  for  closure  in  December  1 992 
This  EIS  has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  to 
analyze  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of  the  disposal  and  reasonable 
alternatives  for  reuse  of  the  base.  The  document  includes  analyses  of  community  setting, 
land  use  and  aesthetics,  transportation,  utilities,  hazardous  materials/wastes,  soils  arvd 
geology,  water  resources,  air  quality,  noise,  biological  resources,  and  cultural  resources 


Potential  environmental  impacts  are  increased  noise  levels,  traffic,  and  emissions  of  air 
pollutants  over  closure  baseline  conditions.  Redevelopment  could  result  in  wind  and  water 
erosion,  and  would  require  enactment  of  preventive  measures.  Wetland  acreage  could  be 
lost  due  to  implementation  of  the  reuse  alternatives.  If  avoidance  of  impacts  is  not  viable, 
mitigation  in  the  form  of  replacement,  restoration,  or  enhancement  is  possible.  Cultural 
resources  could  be  impacted  by  conveyance  of  the  property  to  a  non-federai  entity  as  well 
as  by  ground  disturbance.  Preservation  covenants  within  disposal  documents  could 
eliminate  or  reduce  these  effects  to  a  non-adverse  level.  Because  the  Air  Force  is  disposing 
of  the  property,  some  of  the  mitigation  measures  are  beyond  the  control  of  the  Air  Force. 

Remediation  of  Installation  Restoration  Program  sites  is  and  will  continue  to  be  the  - 

responsibility  of  the  Air  Force.  . 
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SUMMARY 


SUMMARY 


PURPOSE  AND  NEED 


Eaker  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Arkansas,  was  one  of  the  bases  recommended 
for  closure  by  the  1991  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission. 
The  Commission's  recommendations  were  accepted  by  the  President  and 
submitted  to  Congress  on  July  1 2.  1 991 .  As  Congress  did  not  disapprove 
the  recommendations  in  the  time  given  under  the  Defense  Base  Closure  and 
Realignment  Act  (08CRA)  of  1990  (Public  Law  101-510,  Title  XXIXI,  the 
recommendations  have  become  law 

The  Air  Force  is  required  to  comply  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (NEPA)  in  the  implementation  of  the  base  disposal  and  realignments 
The  Air  Force  must  now  make  a  senes  of  interrelated  decisions  concerning 
the  disposition  of  base  property.  In  support  of  these  decisions,  this 
environmental  impact  statement  (ElS)  has  been  prepared  to  provide 
information  on  the  potential  impacts  resulting  from  disposal  and  proposed 
reuse  of  the  base  property.  The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAAI  is  a 
cooperating  agency  in  the  preparation  of  this  ElS,  which  will  assist  them  in 
making  related  decisions  concerning  Eaker  AFB  propeay.  Several  alternative 
reuse  concepts  are  studied  to  identify  the  range  of  potential  direct  and 
indirect  environmental  consequences  of  disposal. 

After  completion  and  consideration  of  this  ElS,  the  Air  Force  will  prepare 
decision  documents  stating  what  property  is  excess  and  surplus,  and  the 
terms  and  conditions  under  which  the  dispositions  will  be  madr  These 
decisions  may  affect  the  environment  by  influencing  the  nature  of  the  future 
use  of  the  property. 

ALTERNATIVES  INCLUDING  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  land  to  be  disposed  of  by  the  Air  Force  comprises  3,286  acres, 
including  the  airfield,  aviation  support,  industrial,  institutional  (medicall. 
commercial,  residential,  recreational,  and  agricultural  areas,  as  well  as 
vacant  land  throughout  the  base. 

For  the  purpose  of  evaluating  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from 
the  incidental  reuse  of  this  land,  the  Air  Force  has  based  its  Proposed  Action 
on  the  community's  reuse  plan,  prepared  by  the  Blytheville-Gosnell 
Development  Authority  (8GDA)  which  is  a  comprehensive  reuse  plan  based 
around  a  civilian  general  aviation  facility.  The  reuse  plan  focuses  on  the 
assumption  that  the  existing  Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  will  be  closed  and 
relocated  to  Eaker  AFB.  The  primary  non-aviation  land  use  of  the  Proposed 
Action  is  identified  as  light  industrial,  and  would  be  located  on  the  west  and 
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east  sides  of  the  base.  The  alert  facility  would  be  used  as  a  uaming 
academy  for  emergency  response  personnel.  The  closure  of  the  Biythevitle 
Municipal  Airport  would  result  in  negligible  impacts  on  that  area  All 
operations  would  be  relocated  to  the  airfield  at  Eaker  AFB.  Utility  demands 
would  be  eliminated  and  hazardous  materials/wastes  would  no  longer  be 
stored  or  generated  at  the  site.  Aircraft  emissions  and  noise  would  also  not 
be  generated.  The  base  hospital  would  be  demolished.  Most  of  the 
residential  areas  would  be  retained,  although  220  units  are  proposed  for 
demolition  to  reduce  the  density  in  that  area.  The  recreational  facilities, 
including  the  nine-hole  golf  course,  would  be  retained  with  330  acres  of 
archaeological/open  space  toft  virtually  undeveloped  as  a  cultural  histone 
component  of  the  plan.  Of  the  existing  agricultural  land,  275  acres  would 
be  retained  for  farming  purposes. 

The  following  alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action  are  being  considered: 

•  Redevelopment  of  the  base  as  a  general  aviation  airport  is 
identified  as  the  General  Aviation  Alternative.  The  primary 
differences  from  the  Proposed  Action  are  the  use  of  a  shorter 
runway  with  fewer  flights  and  smaller  aircraft.  More  residential 
use  is  proposed  with  new  residential  development  to  be  located 
on  the  eastern  side  of  the  base.  The  base  hospital  would  be 
reused  as  a  life  care  facility.  The  golf  course  would  be 
expanded  to  1 8  holes  and  less  area  would  be  set  aside  for 
archaeological  purposes.  Agricultural  land  used  for  farming 
purposes  would  comprise  476  acres. 

•  Redevelopment  of  the  base  primarily  for  industrial  and 
agricultural  use  with  no  aviation  activity  is  identified  as  the  Non- 
Aviation  Alternative.  The  main  devc'oped  area  of  the  base 
would  be  used  for  a  mixture  of  industrial,  commercial,  and 
educational  purposes.  The  base  hospital  would  be  demolished. 
Approximately  400  of  the  existing  residential  units  would  be 
demolished.  Recreational  use  would  be  simitar  to  the  Proposed 
Action  with  toss  area  set  aside  for  archaeological  purposes. 
Agricultural  land  used  for  farming  purposes  would  comprise 
1,570  acres. 

•  Other  land  use  concepts  have  been  identified  for  discrete 
facilities  or  areas  of  the  base.  These  include  reuse  plans  which 
typically  involve  only  a  portion  of  the  property  available  for 
disposal  and,  therefore,  could  be  implemented  in  conjunction 
with  one  another  and/or  with  the  Proposed  Action  or  any  of  the 
alternatives  under  consideration. 

•  The  No-Action  Alternative  would  leave  the  base  in  caretaker 
status  under  federal  control. 
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SCOI»E  OF  STUDY 


The  Notice  of  Intent  (NOD  to  prepare  an  EIS  for  the  disposal  and  reuse  of 
Eaker  AFB  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  October  9<  199t . 

Issues  related  to  the  disposal  and  reuse  of  Eaker  AFB  were  identified  during 
a  subseguent  scoping  period.  A  public  scoping  meeting  was  held  on 
October  28,  1991,  in  the  Ritr  Civic  Center,  Blytheville,  Arkansas.  The 
comments  and  concerns  expressed  at  this  meeting  and  in  written 
corresportdence  received  by  the  Air  Force,  as  well  as  information  from  other 
sources,  were  used  to  determine  the  scope  artd  direction  of  studies  and 
artalyses  required  to  accomplish  this  EtS. 

This  EIS  discusses  the  potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with  die 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  In  order  to  establish  the  context  in  which 
these  environmental  impacts  may  occur,  potential  changes  in  population  stkI 
employment,  land  use  and  aesthetics,  transportation,  and  community  and 
public  utility  services  are  discussed  as  reuse-related  influencing  factors. 
Issues  related  to  current  and  future  management  of  hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  are  also  discussed.  Potential  impacts  to  the  phYsi‘;ai  and  natural 
environment  are  evaluated  for  soils  and  geology,  water  resources,  air 
quality,  noise,  biological  resources,  and  cultural  resources.  These  impacts 
may  occur  as  a  direct  result  of  disposal  and  reuse  actions  or  as  an  irKfirect 
result  of  changes  to  the  local  communities. 

The  baseline  against  which  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  are 
analyzed  consists  of  the  conditions  projected  at  base  closure  in  December 
1992.  Since  the  anticipated  closure  date  will  occur  during  the  last  two 
weeks  of  the  year,  1 993  was  selected  as  the  most  descriptive  year  for  the 
closure  baseline.  Although  the  baseline  assumes  a  closed  base,  a  refererKe 
to  preclosure  conditions  is  provided  in  several  sections  (e.g.,  air  quality  and 
noisel  to  allow  a  comparative  analysis  over  time.  This  will  assist  the  Air 
Force  decision-maker,  and  other  agencies  that  may  be  making  decisions 
relating  to  reuse  of  Eaker  AFB,  in  understanding  potential  long-term  trends  in 
comparison  to  historic  conditions  when  the  installation  was  active. 

The  Air  Force  is  also  preparing  a  separate  Socioeconomic  Impact  Analysis 
Study  on  the  economic  impacts  expected  in  the  region  as  a  result  of  the 
closure,  disposal,  and  reuse  of  Eaker  AFB.  That  document,  although  not 
required  by  NEPA,  will  assist  the  local  community  in  planning  for  the 
transition  of  the  base  from  military  to  civilian  use. 

SUMMARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

This  EIS  considers  environmental  impacts  of  the  Air  Force's  disposal  of  the 
installation  and  poarays  a  variety  of  potential  land  uses  to  cover  reasonable 
future  uses  of  the  property  and  facilities  by  others.  Several  alternative 
scenarios,  including  the  community's  proposed  plan,  were  used  to  group 
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reasonable  land  uses  and  to  examine  the  environmental  effects  of  reuse  of 
Eakar  AFB.  This  methodoioov  was  employed  because  parceiization  and 
disposal  methods  represent  legal  processes  that  only  indirectly  affect  the 
environment.  Future  use  and  control  of  use  by  others,  however,  will  create 
direct  effects.  This  EIS,  therefore,  seeks  to  analyze  reasonable 
redevelopment  scenarios  to  determine  the  potential  indirect  effects  of  Air 
Force  decisions. 

Influencing  factors  and  environmental  impacts  for  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives  are  briefly  described  below.  Reuse-related  influencing  factors 
are  also  summarized  in  Table  S-1.  Influencing  factors  include  projections  of 
the  reuse  activities  that  would  likely  influence  the  biophysical  environment, 
including  ground  disturbance,  socioeconomic  factors,  and  infrastructure 
demands.  The  resulting  employment  and  population  trends  are  also 
depicted  in  Figures  S-1  and  S-2.  Changes  to  the  level  of  service  ILOS) 
designation  for  each  of  the  road  segments  analyzed  are  presented  for  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  in  Table  S-2.  Impacts  of  the  Proposed 
Action  and  alternatives  over  the  20-year  study  period  are  summarized  in 
Table  S-3.  A  summary  of  mitigation  and  pollution  prevention  measures  for 
the  reuse  alternatives  is  presented  in  Table  S-4. 

PROPOSED  ACTION 

Local  Community.  Redevelopment  of  base  property  under  the  Proposed 
Action  would  result  in  an  increase  in  employment  and  population  in  the 
five-county  region  of  influence  (ROD.  The  ROI  includes  the  counties  of 
Mississippi,  Poinsett,  and  Craighead,  Arkansas:  and  Dunklin  and  Pemiscot 
counties,  Missouri,  although  the  communities  of  Blytheville  and  Gosnell  are 
expected  to  receive  the  bulk  of  this  impact.  Approximately  4,200  direct 
jobs  are  projected  by  the  year  2013,  with  an  additional  5,500  secondary 
jobs.  Total  ROI  employment  would  reach  appt  iximately  130,200  by  2013. 
Population  in  the  ROI,  as  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  would  increase  by 
approximately  11,000  by  2013  resulting  in  a  total  ROI  population  of 
222,700.  This  last  figure  reflects  both  the  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action 
and  non-project-related  population  increases. 

Land  use  on  base  would  change  from  the  current  pattern  by  increasing  the 
developed  areas  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  main  base  area.  The  area  to 
the  north  would  be  developed  for  industrial  and  aviation  support  uses.  The 
area  to  the  south  would  be  developed  for  industrial  use  with  some  aviation 
support  along  the  southeast  side  of  the  flightline.  Seven  hundred  eighty- 
seven  acres  of  prime  farmland  would  be  converted  to  nonagricultural  uses. 

The  Proposed  Action  incorporates  plans  to  extend  Highland  Avenue  onto  the 
base  and,  in  addition  to  the  three  existing  gates,  adds  three  additional  new 
entries  to  the  base  area.  No  airspace  or  air  transportation  impacts  are 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action. 
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Table  S'2.  Level  of  Service  Designations 
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Table  S*3.  Summary  of  Impacts  from  Reuse  Alternatives 
Page  2  of  3 
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NAAQS  »  National  Ambiant  Air  Quality  Standards. 
PSO  s  Pravantion  of  Sigrtificant  Datarmination. 


Table  S-4.  Summary  of  Mitigation  and  Pollution  Prevention  Measures  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  Reuse  Alternatives 

Page  1  of  3 
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ACHP  «  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Prsssrvation. 

MOA  -  MWlsry  OpsratiorM  Arss. 

NESHAP  -  Nstk>n«  Emissions  Standards  for  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants. 
NPOES  •  Nationsi  PoHution  EKmirMition  Systsm. 


Utility  consumption  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  represent  a 
relatively  small  increase  in  the  total  demand  based  on  existing  capacity  and 
past  consumption  levels.  Local  utility  systems  may  need  to  be 
interconnected  to  on-base  systems  to  provide  reuse  activities  with  water 
and  wastewater  services.  The  Gosnell  wastewater  treatment  plant  capacity 
may  be  exceeded  after  the  year  2003. 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Hazardous  Waste  Management.  The  types  of 
hazardous  materials  and  wastes  used  and  generated  by  the  Proposed  Action 
are  expected  to  be  similar  to  those  present  during  preclosure  use.  The 
quantities  are  expected  to  be  greater  than  closure.  The  responsibility  for 
managing  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  shift  from  a  single  user  to 
multiple,  independent  users.  This  may  degrade  the  capability  of  responding 
to  hazardous  materials  and  hazardous  waste  spills.  The  incorporation  of 
extensive  landscaping  and  amenities  in  the  industrial,  commercial,  and  - 
institutional  areas  is  expected  to  result  in  an  increase  in  pesticide  use  over 
closure.  Agricultural  pesticide  use  would  decrease.  It  is  assumed  that 
adequate  management  procedures  would  be  imposed,  as  required  by 
applicable  laws  and  regulations,  to  ensure  proper  use  and  handling  of  these 
materials. 

Reuse  activities  are  not  expected  to  affect  the  remediation  of  Installation 
Restoration  Program  (IRP)  sites,  which  is  proceeding  according  to 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation  and  Liability  Act 
(CERCLA).  Disposal  and  reuse  of  some  Eaker  APB  properties  may  be 
delayed  or  limited  by  the  extent  and  type  of  contamination  at  IRP  sites  and 
by  current  and  future  IRP  remediation  activities.  Based  on  the  results  of  IRP 
investigations,  the  Air  Force  may,  where  appropriate,  place  limits  on  land 
reuse  through  deed  restrictions  on  conveyances  and  use  restrictions  on 
leases.  Existing  underground  storage  tanks  <USTs)  not  in  conformance  with 
current  regulations  would  be  removed  by  the  Air  Force  prior  to  disposal.  All 
polychlorinated  biphenyls  <PCB)  and  PCB-contaminated  equipment  under  Air 
Force  control  have  been  removed  from  the  base.  Demolition  or  renovation 
of  certain  structures  with  asbestos-containing  materials  would  be  the 
responsibility  of  new  owners  and  would  be  conducted  in  compliance  with 
applicable  regulations  and  National  Emissions  Standards  for  Hazardous  Air 
Pollutants  (NESHAP). 

Due  to  the  residential  land  use  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action, 
consideration  was  given  to  the  potential  for  radon  hazards.  A  survey 
conducted  on  base  revealed  radon  levels  below  the  U.S.  threshold  for 
mitigation.  In  addition,  the  Explosive  Ordnance  Disposal  (EOD)  and  Small 
Arms  Firing  Ranges  will  be  cleared  prior  to  disposal. 

Natural  Environment.  The  Proposed  Action  would  include  use  of  sand  and 
gravel  resources  for  construction,  which  are  available  in  the  local  area. 
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Reduced  availabititv  of  these  materials  from  local  supplies  is  not  expected. 
New  construction  would  be  required  to  conform  to  building  codes  for 
Seismic  Zone  III.  Local  soils  are  highly  susceptible  to  wind  erosion  and  are 
slightly  to  moderately  susceotible  to  water  erosion;  therefore,  preventive 
measures  would  be  necessary  to  minimize  erosion. 

Water  consumption  on  base  would  decrease  to  about  0.39  million  gallons 
per  day  (MGO)  by  2013,  which  is  approximately  50  percent  of  current  base 
demand.  Air  pollutant  emissions  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would 
increase  when  compared  with  the  closure  baseline. 

Aircraft  noise  associated  with  the  Eaker  APB  airfield  would  be  less  under  the 
Proposed  Action  than  prior  to  base  closure.  Approximately  450  acres  would 
be  exposed  to  day-night  noise  levels  (DNL)  of  65  decibels  (dB)  or  greater  by 
the  year  2013.  This  contrasts  with  about  57,700  acres  exposed  to  this 
noise  level  under  preclosure  conditions.  Surface  traffic  noise  would  increase 
over  certain  roads. 

The  Proposed  Action  has  the  potential  for  adversely  affecting  biological  and 
cultural  resources  on  base.  Potential  impacts  to  biological  resources  could 
include  a  loss  of  up  to  8  acres  of  wetlands/riparian  habitat.  Existing  cultural 
resources  on  base  considered  potentially  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Races  (NRHP)  could  be  adversely  affected  due  to 
ground  disturbance  or  if  ownership  were  transferred  without  adequate 
provisions  for  their  protection  or  mitigation.  Seventeen  archaeological  sites 
(219  acres)  could  be  impacted  due  to  ground  disturbance. 

GENERAL  AVIATION  ALTERNATIVE 

The  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  Proposed 
Action.  The  primary  differences  are  summarized  in  the  following 
paragraphs.  Influencing  factors  and  environmental  impacts  are  presented  in 
comparative  form  in  Tables  S-1  and  S-2. 

Local  Community.  This  alternative  would  generate  about  2,700  direct  jobs 
by  the  year  2013,  with  an  additional  3,200  secondary  jobs.  Total  ROI 
employment  would  reach  approximately  126.400  by  2013.  Population  in 
the  ROI  when  modeled  with  the  General  Aviation  Alternative  would  increase 
by  approximately  3,800  by  2013  resulting  in  a  total  ROI  population  of 
215,400.  This  figure  also  includes  non-project-related  population  growth. 

The  on-base  land  use  changes  would  generally  be  concentrated  around  the 
existing  airfield  and  the  existing  aviation  support  areas.  There  would  be 
additional  aviation  support  provided  on  the  west  side  of  the  airfield  in  the 
northwest  quadrant  of  the  base  and  additional  industrial  development  both 
north  and  south  of  the  main  base  area.  The  airfield  would  be  shortened  and 
public/recreation  and  agricultural  uses  would  be  developed  at  the  south  end 
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of  the  runway  (concrete  pavement  would  not  be  removed) .  The  other  major 
land  use  revisions  would  be  the  development  of  residential  units  in  two 
areas  in  the  eastern  half  of  the  base  and  the  expansion  of  the  golf  course. 
There  would  be  829  acres  of  prime  farmland  converted  to  nonagriculturai 
uses.  The  Genera)  Aviation  Alternative  incorporates  plans  to  extend 
Highland  Avenue,  and  adds  five  additional  access  points  to  the  three 
existing  entries  to  the  base.  No  airspace  or  air  transportation  impacts  are 
associated  with  this  alternative.  Utility  demands  are  similar  to  those  under 
the  Proposed  Action. 

Hazardous  Matariats/Hazardous  Waste.  Due  to  an  increase  in  residential 
land  use,  household  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  increase  over 
the  closure  baseline;  agricultural  pesticide  use  would  decrease.  The  General 
Aviation  Alternative  and  the  Proposed  Action  would  differ  slightly  with 
respect  to  hazardous  materials  and  hazardous  waste  management. 

Natural  Environment.  Impacts  on  geology,  soils,  water  resources,  air 
quality,  biological  resources,  and  cultural  resources  would  be  greater  from 
this  alternative  than  reported  under  closure  baseline.  Aircraft  noise  effects 
would  be  less  than  the  preclosure  (active  base)  reference,  exposing 
approximately  20  acres  to  DNL  levels  of  65  dB  or  greater  by  2013.  Twenty 
archaeological  sites  (214  acres)  could  be  impacted  due  to  ground 
disturbance. 

NON>AViATION  ALTERNATIVE 

This  alternative  would  replace  aviation-related  uses  with  industrial  and 
agricultural  development.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  impacts  associated 
with  aircraft  operations.  Impacts  are  briefly  described  below  and 
summarized  in  Tables  S-1  and  S-2. 

Local  Community.  This  alternative  would  generate  2,800  direct  and  3,300 
secondary  jobs  by  the  year  2013.  Total  ROi  employment  would  be 
approximately  1 26,700  in  the  same  year.  Population  in  the  ROI  when 
modeled  with  the  Non-Aviation  Alternative  would  increase  by  approximately 
4,100  by  2013  resulting  in  a  total  ROI  population  of  215,800.  The  total 
population  figure  includes  non-project- related  growth. 

The  on-base  land  use  changes  would  generally  consist  of  the  conversion  of 
the  airfield  and  the  aviation  support  areas  to  industrial  and  agricultural  uses. 
The  other  significant  land  use  change  would  be  the  conversion  of  the 
residential  and  medical  uses  in  the  southwest  quadrant  of  the  base  to 
commercial  use.  There  would  be  243  acres  of  prime  farmland  converted  to 
nonagricultural  uses. 

The  Non-Aviation  Alternative  incorporates  plans  to  extend  Highland  Avenue, 
and  adds  three  new  access  points  to  the  three  existing  entries  to  the  base. 
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No  airspace  or  air  transportation  impacts  are  associated  with  this 
alternative.  Utility  demands  are  similar  to  those  described  under  the 
Proposed  Action. 

Hazardous  Materials/Hazardous  Waste.  There  would  be  an  increase  over 
closure  baseline  with  respect  to  hazardous  materials  and  hazardous  waste 
management,  largely  in  the  quantities  of  fuel  and  hazardous  materials  likely 
to  be  used  or  stored  on  site.  There  would  be  more  household  use  of  oils 
and  pesticides,  and  less  fuels  and  hazardous  materials  used  for  industrial 
purposes  than  the  Proposed  Action  or  General  Aviation  Alternative.  IBP  site 
remediation  could  cause  delays  in  property  disposal  and  soma  land  use 
restrictions. 

Natural  Environment.  Impacts  from  this  alternative  on  soils,  geology,  water 
resources,  air  quality,  biological  resources,  and  cultural  resources  would 
increase  over  the  closure  baseline.  There  would  be  no  noise  effects  from 
aircraft  operations,  but  traffic  noise  would  increase  over  prectosure  on  some 
roads.  Twenty-one  archaeological  sites  (240  acres)  could  be  impacted  due 
to  ground  disturbance. 

OTHER  LAND  USE  CONCEPTS 

Other  land  use  concepts  are  analyzed  in  terms  of  their  effects  on 
employment,  population,  and  the  environment  when  combined  with  the 
Proposed  Action  and  the  other  alternatives.  Impacts  on  the  local  community 
and  the  environment  associated  with  the  implementation  of  other  land  use 
concepts  are  summarized  in  Table  S-S. 

If  a  proposal  under  the  McKinney  Act  is  received,  housing  for  the  homeless 
could  include  the  multi-family  units  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the  base  or 
the  military  family  housing  units  south  of  the  base  hospital.  No  impacts  are 
associated  with  the  housing  units  in  the  northwest  as  they  would  be  used 
for  residential  purposes  in  all  reuse  alternatives.  However,  some  change 
may  be  anticipated  for  the  duplex  units  in  the  southwest  area  as  these  units 
would  be  demolished  under  the  Proposed  Action  and  Non-Aviation 
Alternative.  Under  the  General  Aviation  Alternative  these  units  would  be 
used  for  residential  purposes.  The  Interpretive  Center/Museum  proposal, 
which  involves  330  acres  and  possible  use  of  existing  facilities  for  a  cultural 
museum  and  interpretive  center,  would  reduce  approximately  1 20  acres  of 
agricultural  usage  when  implemented  with  the  General  Aviation  and  Non- 
Aviation  alternatives.  No  changes  to  the  acreages  identified  in  the  Proposed 
Action  would  occur  with  implementation  of  this  proposal. 

NO-ACTION  ALTERNATIVE 

Local  Community.  The  only  Air  Force  activities  associated  with  the  No- 
Action  Altemative  would  be  caretaker  maintenance  of  the  base.  This  would 
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Tabid  S-5.  Summary  of  Impacts  from  Other  Land  Use  Concepts 


Resource  Cateoo'y 

McKinney  Act 

Interpretive  Center/Museum 

Local  Community 

•  Land  Use  and  Aesthetics 

No  change  in  land  use. 

Up  to  370  acres  of  prime 
farmland  lost. 

•  Transportation 

No  change  in  surface  or 
air  traffic. 

No  change  in  surface  or  air 
traffic. 

•  Utilities 

No  change  in  utility 
demand. 

No  change  in  utility  demand. 

Hazardous  Materials  and 
Hazardous  Waste  Management 

•  Hazardous  Materials 

Use  of  small  quantities 
of  household  materials. 

Use  of  small  quantities  of 
household  materials. 

•  Hazardous  Waste 

Small  quantities 
generated. 

Small  quantities  generated. 

•  Installation  Restoration 

No  impact  to 

Delays  in  property  conveyance 

Program 

remediation  activities. 

or  land  use  restriction  may 
occur. 

•  Storage  Tanks 

No  new  storage  tanks. 

No  new  storage  tanks. 

•  Asbestos 

Demolition  or 
renovation  of  existing 
buildings  may  require 
removal  and  disposal 
and/or  management  in 
place. 

Demolition  or  renovation  of 
existing  buildings  may  require 
removal  and  disposal  and/or 
management  in  place. 

•  Pesticides 

Small  quantities  to  be 
utilized  for  landscaping. 

Small  quantities  to  be  used  for 
landscaping. 

•  PCBs 

No  impact. 

No  PCBs  in  this  location. 

•  Radon 

Below  level  of  concern. 

Not  applicable. 

•  Medical/Biohazardous 

None  generated. 

None  generated. 

Wastes 

•  Ordnance 

Not  applicable. 

EOD  Range  cleared  prior  to 
disposal. 

Natural  Environment 

•  Soils  and  Geology 

No  new  disturbance. 

Minimal  new  disturbance  for 
trails  and  signs. 

•  Water  Resources 

No  additional  demand. 

No  additional  demand. 

•  Air  Quality 

No  new  emissions. 

No  new  emissions. 

•  Noise 

No  new  sources.  No 
increase  in  receptors. 

No  new  sources.  No  increase 
in  receptors. 

•  Biological  Resources 

No  impact. 

No  impact. 

•  Cultural  Resources 

No  impact. 

No  impact. 
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no  overall  increase  in  employment  or  population.  No  effects  on  utilities  or 
on  road,  air,  or  railroad  transportation  are  expected. 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Hazardous  Waste  Management.  Small  quantities 
of  various  types  of  hazardous  materials  and  pesticides  would  be  used  for 
this  alternative.  All  materials  and  waste  would  be  managed  and  controlled 
by  the  Air  Force's  operating  location  (OLI  team  in  accordance  with 
applicable  regulations.  Storage  tanks  would  be  removed  or  maintained  in 
place  according  to  required  standards. 

Natural  Environment.  This  alternative  would  result  in  negligible  impacts  on 
air  quality  and  the  noise  environment.  The  No-Action  Alternative  would  not 
impact  geological  resources,  soils,  water  resources,  or  cultural  resources 
relative  to  baseline  conditions.  Biological  resources  may  be  enhanced  under 
this  alternative.  Adequate  caretaker  maintenance  would  preclude 
deterioration  of  any  important  historic  properties. 

SUMMARY  OF  PUBLIC  COMMENTS 

The  Draft  EIS  (DEIS)  for  disposal  and  reuse  of  Eaker  AFB  was  made  available 
for  public  review  and  comment  in  July  1992.  A  public  hearing  was  held  in 
Blytheville,  Arkansas,  on  August  13,  1992,  at  which  the  Air  Force  presented 
the  findings  of  the  DEIS.  Public  comments  received  both  verbally  at  the 
public  meeting  and  in  writing  during  the  response  period  have  been  reviewed 
and  are  addressed  by  the  Air  Force  in  Chapter  9  of  this  EiS.  In  addition,  the 
text  of  the  EIS  itself  has  been  revised,  as  appropriate,  to  reflect  the 
concerns  expressed  in  the  public  comments.  The  responses  to  the 
comments  in  Chapter  9  indicate  the  relevant  sections  of  the  EIS  that  have 
been  revised. 

SUMMARY  OF  CHANGES  FROM  THE  DEIS  TO  THE  FEIS 

Based  on  more  recent  studies  or  comments  from  the  public,  the  following 
sections  of  the  EIS  have  been  updated  or  revised; 

•  Discussion  of  New  Hope  North  Sawba  Cemetery 
(Section  3. 4. 6. 2) 

•  Discussion  of  possible  wastewater  mitigation  measures 
(Section  4.2.4. 1). 

•  Discussion  of  impacts  associated  with  the  closure  of  Blytheville 
Municipal  Airport  (Sections  2.2,  2.3.1,  2.5,  3.2.3. 1,  3. 2. 3. 2, 

3.2.4.1,  3.2.4.2,  3.2.4.4,  3.3.1,  3.3.2,  3.3.4,  3.3.5,  3.J.6, 
3.3.7,  3.3.8,  3.3.9,  3.3.10,  4.2. 1.1,  4.2. 1.2,  4.2.3.1,  4. 2.3.2, 

4. 2. 4.1,  4. 2.4. 2,  4.3.1. 1,  4. 3. 1.2,  4. 3. 1.4,  4.4. 2.1,  4. 4. 3.1, 

4.4.3.2,  4.4.4.I.  4.4.4.2,  4.4. 5.1,  4.4. 5. 2). 
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CHAPTER  1 

PURPOSE  OF  AND  NEED  FOR  ACTION 


1 .0  PURPOSE  OF  AND  NEED  FOR  ACTION 


This  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  examines  the  potential  for 
impacts  to  the  environment  as  a  result  of  the  disposal  and  reuse  of  Eaker  Air 
Force  Base  (AFB),  Arkansas.  This  document  has  been  prepared  in 
accordance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of  1 969  and 
the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  ICEQ)  regulations  implementino  NEPA. 
Appendix  A  presents  a  glossary  of  terms,  acronyms,  and  abbreviations  used 
in  this  document. 

1.1  PURPOSE  AND  NEED 

Due  to  the  changing  international  political  scene  and  the  resultant  shift 
toward  a  reduction  in  defense  spending,  the  Department  of  Defense  IDOD) 
must  realign  and  reduce  its  military  forces  pursuant  to  the  Defense  Base 
Closure  and  Realignment  Act  (DBCRA)  of  1990  {Public  Law  [P.L.]  101-510, 
Title  XXIX).  DBCRA  established  new  procedures  for  closing  or  realigning 
military  installations  in  the  United  States. 

DBCRA  established  an  independent  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment 
Commission  {hereafter  "Commission")  to  review  the  Secretary  of  Defense's 
base  closure  and  realignment  recommendations.  After  reviewing  these 
recommendations,  the  1991  Commission  forwarded  its  recommended  list  of 
base  closures  and  realignments  to  the  President,  who  accepted  the 
recommendations  and  submitted  them  to  Congress  on  July  12,  1991 .  Since 
Congress  did  not  disapprove  the  recommendations  within  the  time  period 
provided  under  DBCRA,  the  recommendations  have  become  law. 

Because  Eaker  AFB  was  on  the  Commission’s  list,  the  decision  to  close  the 
base  is  final.  Eaker  AFB  is  scheduled  to  close  in  December  1992. 

To  fulfill  the  requirement  of  reducing  defense  expenditures,  the  Air  Force 
must  dispose  of  excess  and  surplus  real  property  and  facilities  at  Eaker  AFB. 
DBCRA  requirements  relating  to  disposal  of  excess  and  surplus  property 
include; 

•  Environmental  restoration  of  the  property  as  soon  as  possible 
with  funds  made  available  for  such  restoration 

•  Consideration  of  the  local  community's  reuse  plan  prior  to  Air 
Force  disposal  of  the  property 

•  Compliance  with  specific  federal  property  disposal  laws  and 
regulations. 
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The  Air  Force  action,  therefore,  is  to  dispose  of  Eaker  AFB  property  and 
facilities.  Usually,  this  action  is  taken  by  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services.  However,  DBCRA  required  the  Administrator  to  delegate  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  the  authorities  to  utilize  excess  property,  dispose  of 
surplus  property,  convey  airport  and  airport-related  property,  and  determine 
the  availability  of  excess  or  surplus  real  property  for  wildlife  conservation 
purposes.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  has  since  redelegated  these  authorities 
to  the  respective  Service  Secretaries. 

1 .2  DECISIONS  TO  BE  MADE 

The  purpose  of  this  EIS  is  to  support  the  series  of  interrelated  decisions 
concerning  the  disposition  of  Eaker  AFB.  The  EIS  is  to  provide  the  decision¬ 
maker  and  the  public  the  information  required  to  understand  the  future 
potential  environmental  consequences  of  disposal  as  a  result  of  potential 
reuse  options  at  Eaker  AFB. 

After  completion  of  this  EIS,  the  Air  Force  will  issue  a  Record  of  Decision 
(ROD)  on  the  disposal  of  Eaker  AFB.  The  ROD  will  determine  the  following; 

•  What  p''  ..p  .y  is  excess  to  the  needs  of  the  DOD  and  what 
property  «  surplus  to  the  needs  of  the  United  States  of  America 

•  The  methods  of  disposal  available  to  the  Air  Force 

•  The  terms  and  conditions  of  disposal. 

The  methods  of  disposal  granted  by  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1 949  and  the  Surplus  Property  Act  of  1 944  and 
implemented  in  the  Federal  Property  Management  Regulations  (FPMR)  are: 

•  Transfer  to  another  federal  agency 

•  Public  benefit  conveyance  to  an  eligible  entity 

•  Negotiated  sale  to  a  public  body  for  a  public  purpose 

«  Competitive  sale  to  private  interests  by  sealed  bid  or  auction. 

The  EIS  considers  environmental  impacts  of  the  Air  Force's  disposal  of  the 
installation  using  one  or  all  of  the  above-mentioned  procedures  and  portrays 
a  variety  of  potential  land  uses  to  cover  reasonable  future  uses  of  the 
property  and  facilities  by  others.  Several  alternative  scenarios  were  used  to 
group  reasonable  land  uses  and  to  examine  the  environmental  effects  of 
redevelopment  of  Eaker  AFB.  This  methodology  was  employed  because, 
although  the  disposal  will  have  few,  if  any,  direct  effects,  future  use  and 
control  of  use  by  others  will  create  indirect  effects.  This  EIS,  therefore. 
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seeks  to  analyze  reasonable  redevelopment  scenarios  to  determine  the 
potential  indirect  environmental  effects  of  Air  Force  decisions. 


DISPOSAL  PROCESS  AND  REUSE  PLANNING 

OBCRA  requires  compliance  with  NEPA  (with  some  exceptions)  in  the 
implementation  of  the  base  closures  and  realignments.  Among  the  issues 
that  were  excluded  from  NEPA  compliance  are: 

•  The  selection  of  installations  for  closure  or  realignment 

•  Analysis  of  closure  impacts. 

The  Air  Force  goal  is  to  dispose  of  Eaker  AFB  property  through  transfer 
and/or  conveyance  to  other  government  agencies  or  private  parties.  The 
Proposed  Action  in  the  EIS  reflects  the  community's  goat  for  base  reuse, 
which  is  a  comprehensive  reuse  plan,  centered  around  a  civilian  general 
aviation  facility. 

Because  the  parceiization  and  disposal  methods  represent  legal  processes 
and  do  not  directly  affect  the  environment,  this  EIS  will  focus  on  the 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  reuse  implemented  by  future 
owners.  The  Air  Force  has  based  its  Proposed  Action  on  plans  developed  by 
the  Blytheville-Gosneli  Development  Authority  (BGDA)  for  the  purpose  of 
conducting  the  environmental  analysis.  The  Air  Force  also  developed 
additional  alternatives  in  order  to  provide  the  decision-maker  with  multiple 
options  regarding  ultimate  property  disposition.  The  EIS  becomes  the  basis 
for  a  broad  environmental  analysis,  thus  ensuring  that  reasonably 
foreseeable  impacts  resulting  from  potential  reuse  have  been  identified. 
Subject  to  the  terms  of  transfer  or  conveyance,  the  recipients  of  the 
property  and  the  local  zoning  authority  will  ultimately  determine  the  reuse  of 
the  property.  Three  alternatives  have  been  identified,  which  include  an 
aviation  reuse  proposal,  a  non-aviation  reuse,  and  a  No-Action  Alternative 
that  would  not  involve  reuse. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  has  discretion  in  determining  how  the  Air 
Force  will  dispose  of  the  property.  Nevertheless,  the  Air  Force  must  adhere 
to  the  laws  and  the  General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  regulations  in 
place  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  closure  act.  The  GSA  may  issue 
additional  regulations,  if  required,  to  implement  their  delegated  authorities. 
Another  provision  of  the  closure  act  requires  the  GSA  to  consult  with  the 
state  governor,  heads  of  local  governments,  or  equivalent  political 
organizations  for  the  purpose  of  considering  any  plan  for  the  use  of  such 
property  by  the  local  community  concerned.  Accordingly,  the  Air  Force  is 
working  with  state  authorities  and  the  BGDA  to  meet  this  requirement. 
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In  some  cases,  compliance  with  environmental  laws  may  delay  the  Air 
Force's  final  disposal  of  the  property  while  remedial  actions  are  conducted 
on  contaminated  property.  Until  property  can  be  transferred  by  deed,  the 
Air  Force  may  execute  long-term  leases  with  the  ultimate  recipients  to  allow 
reuse  to  begin  as  quickly  as  possible.  The  Air  Force  would  structure  the 
leases  to  provide  the  lessees  with  maximum  control  over  the  property, 
consistent  with  the  terms  of  the  final  disposal.  Restrictions  may  be 
necessary  to  ensure  protection  of  human  health  and  to  allow  implementation 
of  required  remedial  actions.  In  these  cases,  it  is  the  Air  Force's  intent  to 
dispose  of  leased  property  by  converting  leases  to  deeds  at  the  earliest 
possible  date. 

Certain  activities  inherent  in  the  development  or  expansion  of  an  airport 
constitute  federal  actions  that  fall  under  the  statutory  and  regulatory 
authority  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA).  The  FAA  generally 
reviews  these  activities  through  the  processing  and  approval  of  an  Airport 
Layout  Plan  (ALP).  Goals  of  the  ALP  review  system  are  to:  (1 )  determine 
its  effectiveness  in  achieving  safe  and  efficient  utilization  of  airspace, 

(2)  assess  factors  affecting  the  movement  of  air  traffic,  and  (3)  establish 
conformance  with  FAA  design  criteria.  The  FAA  approval  action  may  also 
include  other  specific  elements  such  as  preparation  of  the  Airport 
Certification  Manual  (Part  139);  the  Airport  Security  Plan  (Part  107);  the 
location,  construction,  or  modification  of  an  air  traffic  control  (ATC)  tower, 
terminal  radar  approach  control  (TRACON)  facility,  other  navigational  and 
visual  aids,  and  facilities;  and  establishment  of  instrument  approach 
procedures. 

In  view  of  its  possible  direct  involvement  with  the  disposal  of  Eaker  AFB, 
the  FAA  is  serving  as  a  cooperating  agency  in  the  preparation  of  the  EIS.  If 
surplus  property  is  conveyed  to  a  local  agency  for  airport  purposes,  the  FAA 
will  be  the  federal  agency  that  would  enforce  deed  covenants  requiring  the 
property  to  be  used  for  airport  purposes.  Additionally,  the  FAA  may  later 
provide  airport  improvement  program  grants  to  the  airport  sponsor  (local 
agency  taking  title).  The  FAA  also  has  special  expertise  and  the  legal 
responsibility  to  make  recommendations  to  the  Air  Force  for  the  disposal  of 
surplus  property  for  airport  purposes.  The  Surplus  Property  Act  of  1 944 
(50  U.S.  Code  (USC]  Appendix  1622)  authorized  disposal  of  surplus  real  and 
related  personal  property  for  airport  purposes  and  requires  the  FAA  to  certify 
the  property  is  necessary,  suitable,  and  desirable  for  an  airport. 

The  potential  environmental  impacts  of  airport  development  must  be 
assessed  prior  to  commitment  of  federal  funding,  in  accordance  with  NEPA 
and  FAA  Orders  1050. ID,  Policies  and  Procedures  for  Considering 
Environmental  Impacts,  and  5050.4A,  Airport  Environmental  Handbook. 
Environmental  impacts  must  be  assessed  prior  to  authorization  of  plans  of 
local  agencies  for  the  development  of  the  entire  area  in  which  the  airport  is 
located.  Transportation  projects  that  substantially  impair  significant  public 
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parks,  recreation  areas,  wildlife  refuges,  or  any  significant  historic  property 
will  not  be  implemented  unless  no  prudent  or  feasible  alternative  exists  and 
until  all  measures  to  mitigate  adverse  effects  have  been  addressed. 

Compliance  with  FAA  Regulations  requires  the  preparation  of  a  proposed 
airport  development  plan.  This  EIS  presents  the  assessment  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  available  plans.  If  a  reuse  proponent  has 
developed  only  conceptual  plans  for  the  airport  area,  the  environmental 
impacts  of  that  concept  plan  are  analyzed.  The  FAA  may  then  use  this 
analysis  to  complete  their  NEPA  requirements.  This  ElS  also  provides 
environmental  assessment  information  to  aid  FAA  decisions  on  funding 
requests  for  sirport  development  projects.  The  new  owners  would  be 
required  to  prepare  a  final  ALP  and  submit  it  to  the  FAA,  as  appropriate,  for 
approval. 

1 .4  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  ANALYSIS  PROCESS 

NEPA  established  a  national  policy  to  protect  the  environment  and  ensure 
that  federal  agencies  consider  the  environmental  effects  of  actions  in  their 
decision-making.  NEPA  also  established  the  CEO  to  oversee  and 
recommend  national  policies  to  improve  the  quality  of  the  environment. 
Subsequently,  CEO  published  regulations  that  described  how  NEPA  should 
be  implemented.  The  CEQ  regulations  encourage  federal  agencies  to 
develop  and  implement  procedures  that  address  the  NEPA  process  in  order 
to  avoid  or  minimize  adverse  effects  on  the  environment.  Air  Force 
Regulation  (AFR)  1 9-2,  Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process  lElAP), 
addresses  implementation  of  NEPA  as  part  of  the  Air  Force  planning  and 
decision-making  process. 

NEPA  and  AFR  1 9-2  provide  guidance  on  the  types  of  actions  for  which  an 
EIS  must  be  prepared.  Once  it  has  been  determined  that  an  EIS  must  be 
prepared,  the  proponent  must  publish  a  Notice  of  intent  (NOI)  to  prepare  an 
EIS.  This  formal  announcement  signifies  the  beginning  of  the  scoping 
period,  during  which  the  major  environmental  issues  to  be  addressed  in  the 
EIS  are  identified.  A  Draft  EIS  (DEIS)  is  prepared,  which  includes  the 
following: 

•  A  statement  of  the  purpose  of  and  need  for  the  action 

•  A  description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives,  including 
the  No-Action  Alternative 

•  A  description  of  the  environment  that  would  be  affected  by  the 
action  and  alternatives 

•  A  description  of  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of 
the  action  and  alternatives. 
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Th«  DEIS  i*  filed  w»th  the  U  S.  Environmentat  Protection  Atjertcy  (U  S  EPAI, 
and  is  circulated  to  the  interested  public  and  government  agencies  for  a 
period  of  at  least  45  days  for  review  and  comments  During  this  period,  a 
public  hearing  will  be  held  so  that  the  proponent  can  summarize  the  findings 
of  the  analysis  and  receive  input  from  the  affected  public  At  the  end  of  the 
leview  period,  all  substantive  comments  received  must  be  addressed  A 
Final  EIS  (FEIS)  is  produced  that  contains  responses  to  comments  as  welt  as 
changes  to  the  document,  if  necessary 

The  FEIS  is  then  filed  with  U.S.  EPA  and  distributed  in  the  tame  manner  as 
the  DEIS.  Once  the  FEIS  has  been  available  for  at  least  30  days  the  Air 
Force  may  publish  its  ROD  for  the  action 

The  following  subsection  describes  how  the  Air  Force  has  complied  with 
NEPA  requirements  for  public  involvement  in  the  decision  process. 

1 .4. 1  Scoping  Process 

The  scoping  process  identifies  the  significant  issues  relevant  to  disposal  and 
reuse  and  provides  an  opportunity  for  public  involvement  in  the  development 
of  the  EtS.  The  NOt  (Appendix  61  to  prepare  an  ElS  for  disposal  and  reuse 
of  Eaker  AFB  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  October  9,  1991 
Notification  of  public  scoping  was  also  made  through  local  media  as  well  as 
through  letters  to  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  and  officials  and 
inti^eated  groups  and  individuals. 

A  public  meeting  was  held  on  October  28,  1991,  at  the  Ritz  Civic  Center, 
Blytheville,  Arkansas,  to  solicit  comments  and  concerns  from  the  general 
public  on  the  disposal  and  reuse  of  Eaker  AFB.  Approximately  70  people 
attended  the  meeting.  Representatives  of  the  Air  Force  presented  an 
overview  of  the  meeting's  objectives,  agenda,  and  procedures,  and 
described  the  process  and  purpose  for  the  development  of  a  disposal  and 
reuse  EtS.  In  addition  to  verbal  comments,  written  comments  were  received 
during  the  scoping  process  These  comments,  as  well  as  information  from 
previous  Air  Force  projects,  meetings  with  the  BGDA,  and  NEPA 
requirements,  were  used  to  determine  the  scope  and  direction  of 
studies/anaiyses  to  accomplish  this  EtS. 

1.4.2  Public  Comment  Process 

The  DEIS  was  made  available  for  public  review  and  comment  m  July  1992. 
Copies  of  the  DEIS  were  made  available  for  review  in  local  libraries  and 
provided  to  those  requesting  copies.  At  a  public  hearing  held  on  August  13. 
the  Air  Force  presented  the  findings  of  the  DEIS  and  invited  public 
comments.  All  comments  were  reviewed  and  addressed,  when  applicable, 
ar>d  have  been  irrcluded  in  their  entirety  in  this  document.  Responses  to 
comments  offering  new  or  changes  to  data  and  questions  about  the 
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prsMntation  of  data  ara  also  included.  Comments  simply  stating  facts  or 
opinions,  although  appreciated,  did  not  require  specific  responses.  Chapter 
9,  Public  Comments  and  Respor'ses,  more  thoroughly  describes  the 
comment  and  response  process. 

1 .5  CHANGES  FROM  THE  DEIS  TO  THE  FEiS 

The  text  of  this  EIS  have  been  revised,  when  appropriate,  i  >  reflect 
concerns  expressed  in  public  comments.  These  changes  range  from 
typographical  corrections  to  amendments  of  reuse  plans.  The  responses  to 
the  comments  indicate  the  relevant  sections  of  the  EIS  that  have  been 
revised.  The  major  comments  received  on  the  DEIS  were; 

•  Concern  was  expressed  regarding  the  history  and  occupants  of 
the  New  Hope  North  Sawba  Cemetery. 

•  Base  housing  should  be  utilized  for  low  income  housing  or  for 
replacing  condemnea  buildings  in  the  community. 

•  A  stipulation  should  be  made  to  ensure  all  mitigation  measures 
are  carried  out. 

•  Historic  and  prehistoric  resources  at  Eaker  AFB  should  be 
protected. 

•  The  closure  of  the  Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  she  kf  be 
discussed  and  a  summary  of  general  environmental  impacts  due 
to  its  closure  included  in  the  EIS. 

•  Pollution  prevention  and  waste  minimization  policies  should  be 
inc.jded  in  the  EIS. 

Based  on  more  recent  studies  and/or  comments  received,  the  following 
sections  of  the  EIS  have  been  updated  or  revised: 

•  Discussion  of  New  Hope  North  Sawba  Cemetery  has  been 
updated  (Section  3. 4. 6. 2) 

•  Discussion  of  possible  wastewater  mitigation  measures  have 
been  added  (Section  4. 2. 4.1). 

1 .6  ORGANIZATION  OF  THIS  EIS 

This  EIS  is  organized  into  a  number  of  chapters  and  appendices.  Chapter  2 
provides  a  description  of  the  Proposed  Action,  alternatives  to  the  Proposed 
Action,  and  other  land  use  concepts  for  reuse  of  Eaker  AFB  property;  briefly 
reviews  alternatives  eliminated  from  further  consideration  and  identifies 
other,  unrelated  actions  anticipated  to  occur  in  the  region  during  the  same 
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timt  frame  as  tha  rauaa  activities  to  be  considered  in  the  analysis  of 
cumulative  impacts;  and  provides  a  comparative  summary  of  the  effects  of 
the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  with  respect  to  effects  on  the  local 
community  and  the  natural  environment.  Chapter  3  presents  the  affected 
environment  under  the  baseline  conditions  of  base  closure,  providing  a  basis 
for  analyzing  the  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  When 
needed  for  analytical  comparisons,  a  preclosure  reference  is  provided  for 
certain  resource  areas.  It  describes  a  point  in  time  at  or  near  the  closure 
announcement,  and  depicts  an  active  base  condition.  The  results  of  the 
environmental  analysis  are  presented  in  Chapter  4.  Chapter  5  lists 
individuals  and  organizations  consulted  during  the  preparation  of  the  EIS, 
Chapter  6  provides  a  list  of  die  document's  preparers.  Chapter  7  contains 
references,  and  Chapter  8  contains  an  index. 

In  addition  to  the  main  text,  the  following  appendices  are  included  in  this 
document: 

•  Appendix  A  -  a  glossary  of  terms,  acronyms,  and  abbreviations 
used  in  this  document 

•  Appendix  B  >  the  NOI  to  prepare  this  disposal/reuse  EIS 

•  Appendix  C  •  a  list  of  individuals  and  organizations  who  were 
sent  a  copy  of  tha  DEIS 

•  Appendix  0  •  an  installation  Restoration  Program  (IRP) 
bibliography 

•  Appendix  E  •  a  description  of  the  methods  used  to  evaluate  the 
impacts  of  base  reuse  on  resources  of  the  local  community  and 
the  environment 

•  Appendix  P  •  permits  held  by  Eaker  APB 

•  Appendix  G  -  Air  Porce  policy  regarding  management  of 
asbestos  at  bases  that  are  closing 

•  Appendix  H  -  Parmland  Conversion  Impact  Rating,  Porm 
AD- 1006 

•  Appendix  I  •  a  detailed  description  of  issues  and  assumptions 
related  to  noise  effects 

•  Appendix  J  -  cultural  resources  at  Eaker  APB 

•  Appendix  K  -  air  emissions  inventory  for  Eaker  APB 

•  Appendix  L  •  agency  letters  and  certifications 
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Appendix  M  -  impacts  by  land  use  parcel. 


1 .7  RELATED  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENTS 

The  environmental  documents  listed  below  have  been  or  are  being  prepared 
separately  and  address  environmental  issues  at  Eaker  AFB.  These 
documents  provided  supporting  information  for  the  environmental  analysis. 

•  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Proposed  Closure  of 
Eaker  AFB,  Arkansas,  1 990 

•  IRP  Bibliography  (Appendix  D). 

1 .8  FEDERAL  PERMITS.  LICENSES,  AND  ENTITLEMENTS 

Federal  permits,  licenses,  and  entitlements  that  may  be  required  of 
recipients  of  Eaker  AFB  for  purposes  of  redevelopment  are  presented  in 
Table  1.7-1, 
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CHAPTER  2 
ALTERNATIVES  INCLUDING  THE 

PROPOSED  ACTION 


2.0  ALTERNATIVES  INCLUDING  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


2.1  INTRODUCTION 

This  chapter  describes  the  Proposed  Action,  reasonable  alternatives  to  the 
Proposed  Action,  and  the  No-Action  Alternative,  in  addition,  potential 
federal  transfers  of  Eaker  AFB  properties  and  facilities  from  the  Air  Force  to 
other  federal  agencies  are  described,  as  are  independent  reuse  options  that 
are  not  part  of  a  complete  plan.  Other  alternatives  that  were  identified  but 
eliminated  from  further  consideration  are  briefly  described.  The  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  are 
summarized  in  table  form  at  the  end  of  this  chapter. 

DBCRA  legislates  the  delegation  of  federal  authority  and  consultative 
requirements  of  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  with  respect  to  excess  and  surplus  real  property  and  facilities 
located  at  a  military  installation  closed  or  realigned  under  this  act.  FPMR 
address  disposal  methods  associated  with  base  closure.  Disposal  methods 
may  include  transfer  to  another  federal  agency,  public  benefit  conveyance, 
negotiated  sale  to  state  or  local  government,  and  public  sale  by  auction  or 
sealed  bid.  Because  these  disposal  methods  are  valid  in  the  disposal  of 
Eaker  AFB  either  in  its  entirety  or  in  some  form  of  parcelization,  it  is  possible 
that  different  methods  of  disposal  will  be  assigned  to  different  parcels  on 
Eaker  AFB. 

Provisions  of  DBCRA  and  FPMR  require  that  the  Air  Force  first  notify  other 
DOO  departments  that  Eaker  AFB  is  scheduled  for  disposal.  Any  proposals 
from  these  departments  for  the  reuse  of  Eaker  AFB  are  given  priority 
consideration. 

Analysis  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  reasonable  alternatives  may  also 
address  the  use  of  facilities  by  homeless  assistance  providers.  Under  the 
provisions  of  FPMR,  which  implement  the  Stewart  B.  McKinney  Homeless 
Assistance  Act  (P.L.  100-77),  the  Air  Force  must  report  to  the  Department 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  all  underutilized,  unutilized, 
and/or  excess  buildings  and  land.  HUD  determines  the  suitability  of  those 
properties  for  use  by  homeless  assistance  providers. 

The  Air  Force  has  reported  Eaker  AFB  to  HUD  as  "to  be  excess  on  or  about 
December  1992".  HUD  reports  the  potential  availability  of  facilities  at  Eaker 
AFB  in  the  Federal  Register.  After  publication,  homeless  assistance 
providers  have  60  days  to  express  interest  in  suitable  property  to  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  (HHS)  and  90  days  to  submit  a 
lease  application.  HHS  is  required  to  determine,  within  25  days,  the 
suitability  of  the  homeless  assistance  provider.  Homeless  assistance 
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providers  determined  to  be  suitable  by  HHS  may  be  able  to  lease  available 
property  prior  to  closure  of  the  base.  The  minimum  term  of  a  lease  is 
1  year.  If  the  Air  Force  determines  a  building  or  a  parcel  of  land  to  be 
surplus,  the  HHS  will  provide  an  application  to  acquire  the  property  by  deed 
to  homeless  assistance  providers  who  have  expressed  interest.  Prior  to 
either  leasing  or  deeding  the  property,  the  Air  Force  may  consider  other 
federal  uses  and  other  important  national  needs.  However,  in  deciding  the 
disposition  of  surplus  property,  a  priority  of  consideration  will  be  given  to 
uses  which  assist  the  homeless.  Subsequently  the  property  will  be  made 
available  to  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  and  the  public. 

A  comprehensive  reuse  plan  developed  by  BGDA  for  the  disposal  and  reuse 
of  Eaker  AFB  was  provided  to  the  Air  Force.  The  proposal  focuses  on 
redevelopment  of  base  property  for  an  expanded  general  aviation  airport. 
Other  associated  land  uses  would  be  predominantly  aviation'related 
industrial  and  residential. 

Two  additional  plans,  the  General  Aviation  and  the  Non-Aviation  Alternative, 
were  developed  by  the  Air  Force  in  order  to  analyze  a  range  of  reasonable 
reuse  options.  The  General  Aviation  Alternative  emphasizes  reuse  of 
existing  facilities  and  infrastructure  that  are  structurally  and  functionally 
suitable  for  this  purpose.  This  alternative  was  developed  to  provide  an 
analysis  of  an  airport  focusing  on  general  aviation  with  a  full-service  fixed 
base  operator  (FBO),  but  without  commercial  passenger  or  air  cargo  service. 

The  Non-Aviation  Alternative  was  developed  to  provide  a  distinct  scenario 
for  analysis.  Although  reuse  of  existing  facilities  and  infrastructure  is  still 
prominent,  the  unique  aspect  of  this  plan  is  that  it  proposes  reuse  of  the 
airfield  for  general  industrial  use  and  the  development  of  a  substantial 
amount  of  agricultural  areas  located  throughout  the  base.  The  No-Action 
Alternative,  addressing  retention  of  the  base  in  caretaker  status,  was  also 
developed  for  analysis. 

All  of  the  reuse  plans  are  conceptual  in  nature.  In  order  to  accomplish 
impact  analysis,  a  set  of  general  assumptions  was  made.  These 
assumptions  include  employment  and  population  changes  arising  from 
implementation  of  each  reuse  plan,  consistent  land  use  designations  for 
similar  reuse  options,  the  proportion  of  ground  disturbance  anticipated  for 
each  land  use  type,  transportation  and  utility  effects  of  each  proposal  as  a 
function  of  increased  population  growth  due  to  redevelopment,  and 
anticipated  phasing  of  the  various  elements  of  each  reuse  plan  (as  measured 
at  the  closure  baseline  (1993)  and  at  the  baseline  plus  5,  10,  and  20  years). 
Details  regarding  generation  of  these  assumptions  are  found  in  Appendix  E, 
Methods  of  Analysis.  Specific  assumptions  developed  for  individual  reuse 
plans  are  identified  in  the  discussion  of  each  proposal  in  Sections  2.2 
and  2.3. 
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Land  use  plans  acknowledge  existing  IRP  status.  Plans  have  considered  the 
effect  of  pending  IRP  rentedial  action  decisions  on  the  viability  of  reuse.  IRP 
remediation  at  Eaker  APB  may  result  in  the  identification  of  possible 
leasa/deed  restrictions,  limiting  reuse  options  or  timing  of  development  to 
some  degree  (i.e.,  temporary  lease  to  allow  access  to  specific  sites  such  as 
monitoring  wells  while  the  remainder  of  the  site  is  developed  for  reuse). 
Compatible  land  uses  for  the  parcels  in  question  were  considered  during 
development  of  alternatives. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION 

Section  2905(b)(2)(E)  of  DBCRA  requires  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  as  part 
of  the  disposal  process,  to  consult  with  the  applicable  state  governor,  heads 
of  local  governments,  or  equivalent  political  organizations,  for  the  purposes 
of  considering  any  plan  for  the  use  of  such  property  by  the  local  community. 
Air  Force  policy  is  to  encourage  timely  community  reuse  planning  by  offering 
to  use  the  community's  plan  for  reuse  or  development  of  land  and  facilities 
as  the  Air  Force's  proposed  action  in  the  El S. 

BGOA  was  formed  in  November  1991  by  the  state  of  Arkansas  and  given 
the  authority  to  redevelop  Eaker  AFB.  BGDA  has  nine  trustees  from  the 
cities  of  Blytheville  and  Gosnell,  Mississippi  County,  and  the  state  of 
Arkansas.  Five  members  of  the  BGDA  are  appointed  by  the  Governor  of 
Arkansas,  and  one  each  is  appointed  by  the  respective  mayors  of  the  cities 
of  Blytheville  and  Gosnell,  one  by  the  Mississippi  County  Judge,  and  one  by 
the  Blytheville  Chamber  of  Commerce.  The  Eaker  Committee  created  on 
October  14,  1991,  by  the  Blytheville  Chamber  of  Commerce  will  continue  to 
exist  as  an  advisory  body  to  BGDA. 

BGDA  contracted  with  a  consulting  consortium  to  assess  existing  land, 
facilities,  and  infrastructure  on  Eaker  AFB  and  evaluate  the  potential  for 
aviation  and  non-aviation  uses.  Three  evaluation  planning  reports  were 
prepared;  a  Resource  Inventory  and  Assessment  (RKG  Associates,  Inc., 
1991),  Development  Options  (RKG  Associates,  Inc.,  1992a),  and 
Redevelopment  Plan  and  Implementation  Strategy  (RKG  Associates,  Inc., 
1992b).  These  reports  addressed  the  following: 

•  Building  evaluation 

•  Airport  development 

•  Marketing/financial  analysis  and  strategy 

•  Projected  employment 

•  Projected  facility /infrastructure  demolition  and  new  construction. 


Eaker  AFB  Disposal  artd  Reuse  FE/S 


2-3 


Thfl  Air  Force  has  used  the  aviation  plan  from  the  BGDA  reports  in 
developing  the  Proposed  Action  for  analysis.  The  Proposed  Action  is  a 
comprehensive  reuse  plan  for  the  base  centered  around  a  civilian  general 
aviation  facility.  This  reuse  plan  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  the 
existing  Biytheville  Municipal  Airport  would  be  closed  and  all  of  its  aviation 
activity  relocated  to  Eaker  AFB.  The  following  effects  would  occur  with  the 
closure  of  the  Biytheville  Municipal  Airport  and  the  relocation  of  its  existing 
operations  to  the  airfield  at  Eaker  AFB. 

•  The  current  employment  of  four  full-time  personnel  at  the 
Biytheville  Municipal  Airport  would  be  relocated  to  the  Eaker 
AFB  site. 

•  The  airport  area  will  remain  zoned  for  industrial  purposes. 

•  Automobile  trips  generated  by  the  airport  will  be  reduced  to 
zero.  All  aviation  operations  currently  conducted  from 
Biytheville  Municipal  Airport  will  be  relocated  to  the  Eaker  AFB 
site. 

•  Utility  requirements  at  the  airport  would  no  longer  be  necessary, 
unless  development  occurs  after  the  airport  closes. 

•  Hazardous  materials/wastes  would  no  longer  be  stored  or 
generated  at  the  site. 

•  Emissions  associated  with  airport  operations  would  be 
transferred  to  the  Eaker  AFB  site. 

•  Noise  associated  with  airport  operations  would  be  generated 
instead  at  the  Eaker  AFB  site. 

•  Effects  to  biological  resources  would  be  beneficial. 

•  There  would  be  no  impacts  to  cultural  resources. 

The  land  uses  presented  in  the  Proposed  Action  (Figure  2.2-1)  provide  a 
framework  for  development.  The  aviation-related  area  would  encompass 
1 ,230  acres,  or  about  37  percent,  of  the  property  and  would  include  the 
airfield  and  aviation  support  zones.  Non-aviation  land  uses  would  cover  the 
remaining  2,056  acres  and  include  industrial,  institutional,  commercial, 
residential,  public/recreation,  archaeological/open  space,  and  agricultural 
uses.  The  acreage  associated  with  each  land  use  category  is  provided  in 
Table  2.2-1 .  All  acreages  used  in  this  document  are  approximate. 

A  preliminary  airport  plan  (Figure  2.2-2)  was  developed  prior  to  the 
preparation  prior  to  the  preparation  of  a  formal  ALP,  and  is  included  in 
BGDA's  Redevelopment  Plan  and  Implementation  Strategy  report.  The 
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Tsbit  2.2-1.  L«nd  U««  Acf«89«  ■  Pfopoied  Action 


Land  Use 

Acreage 

Airfield 

998 

Aviation  support 

232 

Industrial 

501 

Institutional  (educational) 

127 

Commercial 

142 

Residential 

21 1 

Public/recreation 

800 

Public/recreation 

468 

Archaeotogical/open  space 

332 

Agricultural 

275 

Total 

3,286 

airport  area  in  this  plan  includes  land  with  direct  aviation-related  uses  and 
revenue-producing  non-aviation  uses  to  provide  financial  support  for  the 
airport.  The  airport  boundary  has  vet  to  be  finalized,  but  the  location  of  the 
boundary  will  not  affect  the  environmental  impact  analysis. 

Information  for  the  development  of  the  Proposed  Action  was  obtained  from 
8GDA  and  its  consultants.  When  specific  data  were  not  available, 
assumptions  were  generated  for  analysis  purposes. 

The  following  types  of  data  were  provided  by  BGDA: 

•  Proposed  reuse  options  for  the  airfield  (e  g.,  aviation  support 
functions,  aviation  uses) 

•  Projected  annual  aircraft  operations  for  a  20-vear  planning  period 

•  Proposed  airport  improvements 

•  Layout  and  general  acreages  of  the  proposed  land  uses 

•  Anticipated  building  demolition./new  construction  activities 

•  Proposed  roadway  access  points  to  the  base 

•  Long-range  development  concept  for  the  industrial,  airfield,  and 
aviation  support  land  uses. 


The  following  assumptions  were  developed  to  expand  upon  the  analysis: 
•  Utility  requirement  projections  to  the  year  201 3 
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•  Population  generated  by  the  project  to  the  year  2013 

•  Traffic  generated  by  the  project  to  the  year  2013 

•  F  cent  of  each  land  use  area  disturbed  by  construction  and 
operation  activities. 

The  amount  of  development,  including  existing  facility  demolition  and 
retention  and  new  facility  construction,  for  each  land  use  under  the 
Proposed  Action,  is  provided  in  Table  2.2-2. 


Table  2.2-2.  Fecility  Development  -  Proposed  Action 


Existing 

Facility 

Demolition 

Existing 

Facility 

Retention 

New  Factlity 
Construction 

Land  Use 

(in  thousands  of  square  feet  of  floor  space) 

Airfield 

0 

0 

0 

Aviation  support 

1 1 1 

276 

420 

Industrial 

120 

506 

590 

Institutional  (educational) 

63 

262 

30 

Commercial 

240 

161 

160 

Residential 

489 

850 

0 

Public/recreation 

4 

63 

0 

Archaeologicai/open  space 

0 

0 

0 

Agricultural 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

1,027 

2,124 

1,200 

The  acreages  within  each  land  use  assumed  to  be  disturbed  by  construction 
of  facilities,  infrastructure  improvements,  or  other  operational  activities 
under  the  Proposed  Action  are  provided  in  Table  2.2-3  for  three  phases  of 
development.  Disturbance  due  to  cultivation  associated  with  the  agricultural 
land  use  category  is  not  included  in  these  figures.  The  sections  below 
describe  activities  associated  with  each  land  use  category. 

2.2.1  Airfield 

The  airfield  land  use  category  under  the  Proposed  Action  comprises 
998  acres,  or  approximately  31  percent  of  the  base  acreage,  and  includes 
the  runway,  taxiways,  apron,  and  runway  protection  zones  IRPZs),  as 
depicted  in  Figure  2.2-2.  The  plan  for  the  Fioposed  Action  indicates  that 
the  airfield  would  be  used  primarily  as  a  general  aviation  airport.  Commuter 
service  and  air  cargo  operations  would  constitute  a  small  percentage  of  the 
airfield  operations.  The  airfield  would  also  be  used  for  flights  associated 
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Tabic  2.2-3.  Acrai  Disturbed  -  Proposed  Action 


Land  Use 

Acres  Disturbed  (by  phase) 

1993-1998 

1998-2003 

2003-2013 

Total 

Airfield 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Aviation  support 

2 

4 

67 

73 

Industrial 

4 

12 

71 

87 

Institutional  (educational) 

2 

5 

25 

32 

Commercial 

3 

19 

59 

81 

Residential 

0 

29 

57 

86 

Public/recreation 

103 

0 

0 

103 

Archaeological/open  space 

17 

0 

0 

17 

Agricultural 

0 

0 

0 

.0 

Total 

131 

69 

279 

479 

as 


with  pilot  proficiency  training,  aircraft  maintenance,  military  operations,  and 
a  weather  alternative  site  for  air  cargo. 

The  airport  plan  (see  Figure  2.2-2i  provides  for  use  of  the  existing  runway, 
taxiway,  and  navigational  aids.  The  south  apron  would  be  used  for  large  jet 
aircraft  parking.  The  south  end  of  the  southern  apron  associated  with  the 
aircraft  nose  docks  would  be  used  for  large  aircraft  maintenance  or 
refurbishing.  The  central  apron  would  be  used  for  based  and  transient 
aircraft  tiedowns.  The  northern  apron  would  be  used  for  storage  and 
corporate  hangar  facilities.  The  large  vacant  area  north  of  the  existing  apron 
would  be  reserved  for  future  aviation  support  development. 

The  following  airfield  improvements  are  required  for  prec  >>'  ./nonprecision 
runway  use  and  would  be  constructed  in  accordance  with  the  FAA  advisory 
circulars,  standards,  and  recommendations; 

•  Recommission  Runway  1 8/36  with  High  Intensity  Runway 
Lighting. 

•  Install  new  runway  and  taxiway  guidance  signs. 

•  Install  Precision  Approach  Path  indicator  system  for  Runway 
18/36. 

•  Install  Runway  End  Identifier  Lighting  on  Runway  36. 
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•  Operate  or  retain  a  full  precision  Instrument  Landing  System 
(ILS)  including  Runway  Visual  Range  with  off -airport  marker 
facilities  to  Runway  18.  The  ILS  consists  of  a  localizer,  glide 
slope,  approach  light  system,  runway  visual  range  indicator,  and 
marker  facilities  (middle,  outer). 

•  Establish  or  retain  a  nonprecision  instrument  (NPI)  approach  to 
Runway  18/36. 

•  Retain  Air  Traffic  Control  Tower. 

•  Establish  RPZ  to  meet  FAA  criteria. 

•  Retain  specific  facilities  to  accommodate  vehicle  parking,  aircraft 
apron  and  taxiways,  access  road  system,  and  associated 
facilities. 

•  Construct  or  retain  taxiways,  aprons,  buildings,  and  hangars  for 
aircraft  maintenance  and  general  aviation  operations. 

•  Develop  engineering  plans  to  improve  and  repair  deteriorated 
areas  of  the  airfield  pavement. 

•  Repair  the  existing  aboveground  fuel  storage  facilities.  All 
underground  tanks  and/or  fuel  lines  will  be  removed  or  pickled. 

•  Reconstruct  approximately  2,000  feet  at  the  southern  end  of  the 
runway  when  required  for  airfield  use. 

•  Install  a  very  high  frequency  omnidirectional  range  (VOR) 
navigation  aid  and  an  Automated  Weather  Observation  Station 
(AWOS). 

The  airfield,  aviation  support  area,  and  a  portion  of  the  institutional  and 
industrial  land  use  zones  would  likely  be  conveyed  to  an  airport  authority, 
which  would  manage  the  development  and  operations  of  the  airfield  in 
accordance  with  FAA  and  state  aviation  regulations. 

Projected  airfield  operations  are  provided  in  Table  2.2-4  for  the  years  1993, 
1998,  2003,  and  2013.  An  operation  is  defined  as  one  landing  or  one 
takeoff.  Up  to  80  percent  of  operations  are  expected  to  use  Runway  1 8. 
Projected  annual  operations  were  generated  by  BGDA  within  six  overall 
categories;  general  aviation,  commuter,  air  cargo,  aircraft  maintenance, 
airline  training,  and  military  training.  During  the  planning  period,  the 
percentage  of  operations  performed  by  single-engine  piston  aircraft  is 
expected  to  continually  decrease.  This  trend  is  consistent  with  the  national 
trend  of  decreasing  levels  of  single-engine  piston  aircraft.  For  analysis 
purposes,  100  percent  of  operations  in  1993  are  projected  to  occur  during 
daytime  hours  (7  a.m.  to  10  p.m.).  In  1998,  99  percent  of  operations  are 
projected  to  occur  during  daytime  hours  and  1  percent  during  nighttime 
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Table  2.2'4.  Projectad  Hight  Oparationt  -  Proposed  Action 

Pago  1  of  2 


Annual 


Year 

Operations 

Function 

% 

Fleet  Mix 

Operations* 

1993 

General  aviation 

Private  aircraft 

87 

COMSEP  piston 

24,178 

11 

BEC'58P  piston 

3.022 

1 

CNA-441  turboprop 

250 

1 

Comjet  jet 

250 

Commuter 

Air  passenger 

100 

OHC-6  turboprop 

1,040 

Air  cargo 

Cargo 

100 

B-727-100  jet 

1,000 

Aircraft  maintenance 

Check  out 

50 

MO-81  jet 

250 

50 

B-727-200  jet 

250 

Airline  training 

Pilot  training 

100 

MD-81  jet 

1,000 

Military  training 

Proficiency 

100 

C-130  turboprop 

1,000 

Total 

32,240 

1998 

General  aviation 

Private  aircraft 

83 

COMSEP  piston 

28,711 

10 

BEC-58P  piston 

3,589 

3 

CNA-441  turboprop 

1,000 

3 

Comjet  jet 

1,000 

1 

Rotor 

500 

Commuter 

Air  passenger 

100 

DHC-6  turboprop 

1,040 

Air  cargo 

Cargo 

100 

B-727-100  jet 

1,500 

Aircraft  maintenance 

Check  out 

50 

MO-81  jet 

500 

50 

B-727-200  jet 

500 

Airline  training 

Pilot  training 

100 

MD-81  jet 

1,000 

Military  training 

Proficiency 

100 

C-130  turboprop 

1,000 

Total 

40.340 
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Tabl«  2.2-A.  Projected  Right  Operations  •  Proposed  Action 

Page  2  of  2 


Year 

Operations 

Function 

% 

Fleet  Mix 

Annual 

Operations* 

2003 

General  aviation 

Private  aircraft 

78 

COMSEP  piston 

31,733 

10 

BEC-58P  piston 

3  967 

4 

CNA-441  turboprop 

1,750 

4 

Comjet  jet 

1,750 

4 

Rotor 

1,500 

Commuter 

Air  passenger 

100 

DHC-6  turboprop 

1,040 

Air  cargo 

Cargo 

100 

MD-81  jet 

2,000 

Aircraft  maintenance 

Check  out 

100 

MD-81  jet 

1,500 

Airline  training 

Pilot  training 

100 

MD-81  jet 

1,500 

Military  training 

Proficiency 

100 

C-1 30  turboprop 

1,000 

Total 

47,740 

2013 

General  aviation 

Private  aircraft 

72 

COMSEP  piston 

35,556 

9 

BEC-58P  piston 

4,444 

6 

CNA-441  turboprop 

2,750 

6 

Comjet  jet 

2,750 

7 

Rotor 

3,500 

Commuter 

Air  passenger 

100 

DHC-6  turboprop 

1,040 

Air  cargo 

Cargo 

100 

MD-81  jet 

3,500 

Aircraft  maintenance 

Check  out 

100 

MD-81  jet 

3,000 

Airline  training 

Pilot  training 

100 

MD-81  jet 

3,000 

Military  training 

Proficiency 

100 

C-1 30  turboprop 

1,000 

Total 

60,540 

*  An  operation  is  defined  ae  a  landing  or  takeoff. 
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hours  (10  p.m.  to  7  a.m.).  in  2003,  98  percent  of  operations  are  projected 
to  occur  during  daytime  hours  and  2  percent  during  nighttime  hours,  in 
2013,  97  percent  of  operations  are  projected  to  occur  during  daytime  hours 
and  3  percent  during  nighttime  hours.  These  nighttime  operations  are 
attributable  to  the  increasing  level  of  cargo  operations  occurring  in  the 
planning  period.  The  percentages  of  nighttime  operations  also  include  a 
small  number  of  general  aviation  operations.  These  projections  result  in  an 
estimated  2,080  annual  passengers  in  1 993,  increasing  to  2,340  annual 
passengers  in  1998,  2,540  annual  passengers  in  2003,  and  3,120  annual 
passengers  in  2013.  For  analysis  purposes,  a  passenger  is  defined  as  either 
an  enplaning  or  deplaning  passenger. 

Use  of  the  airfield  as  a  weather  alternative  site  for  an  air  carrier  could  result 
in  an  increase  in  nighttime  operations  during  several  days  of  the  year.  While 
It  is  not  possible  to  accurately  predict  the  number  of  operations  that  might 
occur,  it  is  assumed  that  diversions  to  Eaker  AFB  as  a  weather  alternative 
site  would  occur  one  to  three  times  a  year  and  that  40  to  50  operations 
might  be  expected  during  each  instance. 

Primary  flight  tracks  (Figure  4.4-1)  were  developed  for  the  Proposed  Action 
using  standard  FAA  instrument  departure/approach  procedures  which  are 
based  on  aircraft  and  runway  types.  These  differ  from  the  existing  flight 
tracks  (Figures  3.2-12  and  3.2-13)  due  to  distinct  types  of  military 
operations  and  aircraft. 

2.2.2  Aviation  Support 

The  proposed  aviation  support  area  covers  232  acres,  or  approximately 
7  percent  of  the  base  and  would  include  the  control  tower,  fire  station, 
hangars,  aircraft  maintenance  facilities,  air  cargo  facilities,  and  other 
aviation  industrial  uses.  Aviation  support  functions  are  likely  to  include 
aircraft  maintenance,  engine  maintenance,  aircraft  painting,  and  aircraft 
conversion.  The  development  of  facilities  and  operations  within  the  aviation 
support  area  included  in  the  airport  plan  would  be  managed  in  accordance 
with  FAA  and  state  aviation  regulations.  An  area  of  130  acres  west  of 
Runway  1 8/36  and  north  of  the  northern  apron  would  be  reserved  for  future 
aviation  support  uses  beyond  the  20-year  analysis  period;  this  area  is 
presently  leased  for  agricultural  use. 

2.2.3  Industrial 

The  primary  non-aviation  land  use  of  the  Proposed  Action  is  identified  as 
light  industrial,  comprising  294  acres  in  the  western  portion  of  the  base  and 
207  acres  in  the  east-central  portion  of  the  base.  This  would  encompass 
approximately  15  percent  of  the  base  acreage.  Some  of  the  existing 
buildings  in  the  area  would  be  demolished,  the  existing  infrastructure  would 
be  retained,  and  two  new  access  points  from  State  Highway  (SH)  151  to 
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the  industrial  area  would  be  constructed.  The  area  would  be  marketed  for 
warehouse  uses,  assembly  work,  packaging,  shipping,  and  seme  light 
manufacturing. 

The  existing  munitions  storage  area  east  of  the  runway  would  be  used  for 
specialized  warehousing.  These  facilities  would  be  ideal  for  storing  records, 
microfilm,  medical  files,  or  other  items  that  require  secure  storage.  Road 
access  to  this  portion  of  the  base  would  likely  require  upgrading,  particularly 
if  there  is  a  significant  increase  in  truck  traffic. 

2.2.4  Institutional  (Educational} 

The  proposed  institutional  land  use  covers  1 27  acres,  or  approximately 
4  percent  of  base  acreage  and  includes  37  acres  in  the  center  of  the 
existing  main  base  area  for  educational  use,  and  90  acres  at  the  existing 
alert  apron  southeast  of  the  runway,  for  fire  training. 

Some  office  use  is  also  proposed  for  the  educational  area.  This  area,  which 
includes  dormitories  and  dining  facilities,  could  be  used  as  a  corporate 
training  center,  a  specialized  training  area  (for  repair  of  specialty  engines  or 
a  hazardous  waste  training  facility,  for  example),  a  college  facility,  or  a 
combination  of  the  aforementioned. 

The  alert  facility  would  be  used  as  a  training  academy  for  emergency 
response  personnel.  This  will  include  classroom  instruction,  use  of 
dormitory  facilities,  and  live-fire  training  exercises.  These  exercises  are 
projected  to  entail  the  burning  of  approximately  52,800  gallons  of  diesel  fuel 
and  the  use  of  1 .3  million  gallons  of  water  annually.  An  estimated  600 
practice  burns  would  occur  pet  year,  each  lasting  an  average  of  less  than 
2  minutes. 

2.2.5  Commercial 

Located  in  the  main  base  area  are  the  community  facilities  including  the 
library,  commissary,  bowling  alley,  church,  child  care  center,  theater,  and 
bank.  This  area  which  could  be  reused  for  retail,  office,  and  community 
facilities  covers  142  acres  or  approximately  4  percent  of  the  base  area.  The 
base  hospital  and  residential  units  located  in  this  area  would  be  demolished. 

2.2.6  Residential 

The  proposed  residential  land  use  zone  covers  211  acres  of  existing  units,  or 
approximately  6  percent  of  base  acreage.  A  91 -acre  retirement  community 
is  proposed  immediately  north  of  the  commercial  zone.  This  complex  would 
consist  of  222  units.  In  order  to  accomplish  this,  70  of  the  existing 
292  units  would  be  demolished.  The  remaining  1 20  acres  of  proposed 
residential  land  use  currently  consists  of  416  duplex  and  100  multi-family 
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units.  To  reduce  the  density  of  residential  development,  224  of  the  duplex 
units  would  be  demolished,  leaving  1 92  duplex  units. 


2.2.7  Pubiic/Recreation 

The  public/recreation  land  use  zone  covers  800  acres,  approximately 
24  percent  of  the  base.  This  is  divided  into  468  acres  of  public/recreation 
and  332  acres  of  archaeological/open  space.  The  existing  facilities  in  the 
public  recreation  area  include  a  9-hole  golf  course,  tennis  courts,  outdoor 
swimming  pool,  and  gymnasium.  The  archaeological/open  space  area  in  the 
northeast  quadrant  would  remain  undeveloped  as  a  cultural/historical 
component  of  the  reuse  plan.  A  minimal  amount  of  ground  disturbance 
could  take  place  in  this  area  for  the  construction  of  walkways,  interpretive 
signs,  and  related  facilities  as  part  of  an  archaeological  park. 

2.2.8  Agriculture 

The  area  denoted  for  agricultural  uses  cover  275  acres,  approximately 
8  percent  of  the  base.  Approximately  90  percent  of  this  land  is  currentl- 
under  lease  to  a  local  farmer  for  cultivation. 

2.2.9  Employment  and  Population 

The  Proposed  Action  would  generate  approximately  4,200  direct  jobs  on 
site  by  the  year  2013.  Employment  effects  are  shown  in  Table  2.2-5. 

Table  2.2-S.  Reuse-Related  Employment  and  Population  Effects  - 

Proposed  Action 

_ Closure _ 1998 _ 2003 _ 2013 

Direct  employment  50  873  2,040  4,159 

Population  increase  N/A  0  1,867  11,034 


The  projected  employment  would  generate  an  estimated  population  increase 
of  approximately  1 1 ,000  over  the  post-closure  estimate  in  the  region  by  the 
year  201 3.  This  includes  about  900  students  who  would  enter  into  the 
region  and  reside  in  dormitories.  Population  effects  are  shown  in 
Table  2.2-5. 

2.2.10  Transportation 

New  highway  access  to  Eaker  AFB  would  be  established  in  the  Proposed 
Action  on  all  sides  of  the  base  to  make  it  more  accessible  to  the  surrounding 
cities  of  Blytheville  and  Gosnell.  The  base  has  two  entrances  on  the  west 
side  and  one  on  the  south  side  accessing  SH  151.  These  access  points 
would  be  retained  and  four  other  access  points  would  be  provided  (see 
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Fioure  2.2-1).  The  new  entrance  north  of  the  existing  Main  Gate  would 
provide  access  to  the  proposed  residential  area;  construction  of  a  bridge 
across  a  drainage  would  be  required.  The  access  point  at  the  south  end  of 
the  base  near  the  alert  facility  would  also  require  construction  of  a  bridge 
across  the  Pemiscot  Bayou.  Access  to  the  southeast  portion  of  the  base 
would  be  provided  by  extending  Highland  Avenue  to  the  west;  construction 
of  a  bridge  would  be  required  over  Pemiscot  Bayou  at  the  east  base 
boundary.  A  road  would  be  extended  south  from  SH  1 50  to  the  base 
boundary  east  of  the  airfield  to  provide  access  to  the  northeast  portion  of 
the  base. 

Based  on  land  use  and  employment  projections,  average  daily  vehicular 
traffic  to  and  from  base  property  would  be  approximately  25,200  trips  by 
2013.  Peak  hour  traffic  is  estimated  at  2,700  trips  in  the  morning  and 
2,900  trips  in  the  afternoon. 

2.2.11  Utilities 

By  2013,  the  projected  activities  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would 
generate  the  following  on-base  utility  demands; 

•  Water  -  0.4  MGD 

•  Wastewater  -  0.3  MGD 

•  Solid  waste  -  31  tons  per  day 

•  Electricity  -  70  MWH  per  day 

•  Natural  Gas  -  2,900  therms  per  day. 

Improvements  to  some  utility  systems  would  be  required  to  provide 
adequate  service  to  proposed  new  facilities.  A  brief  description  of  required 
utility  improvements  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  is  provided  below 
for  each  of  the  systems  addressed  within  this  analysis. 

Water  Supply.  Water  would  be  provided  by  the  two  currently  used  on-base 
wells  and  treated  at  the  existing  base  wat^r  treatment  plant  prior  to 
distribution.  Due  to  the  age  of  the  water  supply  system,  replacement  wells 
or  interconnections  could  become  necessary  if  the  existing  system  fails. 

Wastewater.  Base  wastewater  treatment  may  be  provided  by  the  existing 
treatment  plant.  The  wastewater  treatment  plant  and  collection  system  are 
considered  to  be  in  good  condition  with  ample  room  for  growth  and 
expansion  for  domestic  purposes.  An  aerated  equalization  basin  provides 
minimal  pretreatment  for  industrial  wastewater.  Future  industrial  users 
would  most  likely  need  to  develop  a  pretreatment  facility.  If  wastewater 
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flows  are  not  sufficient  to  support  use  of  the  existing  on-base  plant, 
alternative  treatment  systems  would  be  considered.  These  alternatives 
include  redesigning  the  existing  plant,  installation  of  a  self-contained 
(package)  plant  or  septic  system,  or  transpon  of  the  wastewater  to  either 
the  Gosnell  or  Biytheville  treatment  system. 

Solid  Waste.  Refuse  disposal  services  are  now  provided  by  private 
contractors  who  dispose  of  solid  waste  at  the  Mississippi  County  landfill 
near  Osceola,  Arkansas.  The  city  of  Biytheville  has  an  operating  incinerator. 
No  major  changes  associated  with  this  service  s^a  planned  under  the 
Proposed  Action. 

Electricity.  Electricity  is  provided  to  the  base  by  Arkansas  Power  &  Light. 
The  entire  base,  except  for  the  navigational  aids,  is  served  from  one 
substation  through  an  Arkansas  Power  &  Light  transmission  line  located  on 
the  west  central  side  of  the  base.  The  navigational  aids  at  the  north  end  of 
die  runway  are  served  by  Mississippi  County  Electric  Cooperative  (MCEC). 
The  electrical  distribution  system  is  adequate.  Individual  facility  meters 
would  need  to  be  installed  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  new  occupants. 

Natural  Gas.  Associated  Natural  Gas  supplies  the  base  with  natural  gas 
from  one  transmission  line  at  Gate  2  on  the  west  side  of  the  base.  Some 
modifications  would  be  required  to  serve  the  needs  of  new  users.  This 
would  include  the  installation  of  additional  meters. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  ALTERNATIVES 

2.3.1  General  Aviation  Alternative 

The  General  Aviation  Alternative  (Figure  2.3-1)  focuses  upon  a  general 
aviation  airport.  Approximately  3,000,000  square  feet  of  new  construction 
is  proposed;  nearly  2,250,000  square  feet  of  existing  facilities  would  be 
reused.  Effects  to  the  Biytheville  Municipal  Airport  area  would  be  the  same 
as  described  in  the  Proposed  Action. 

The  airfield  and  aviation  support  areas  comprise  829  acres,  or  25  percent  of 
the  base  property.  Non-aviation  land  uses  would  cover  the  remaining 
2,457  acres  and  have  been  designated  for  industrial,  institutional, 
commercial,  residential,  public/recreation,  archaeological/open  space,  and 
agricultural  purposes.  The  total  acreage  of  each  land  use  category  is  shown 
in  Table  2.3-1 . 

The  following  assumptions  were  used  to  develop  data  and  expand  upon  the 
analysis  for  the  General  Aviation  Alternative; 

•  Proposed  land  uses 

•  Acreage  figures  for  proposed  land  uses 
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EXPLANATION 
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Figure  2.3-1 
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Table  2.3-1 .  Land  Use  Acreage  -  General  Aviation  Alternative 


Land  Use 

Acreage 

Airfield 

754 

Aviation  support 

75 

Industrial 

503 

Institutional  (educational) 

55 

Commercial 

63 

Residential 

517 

Public/recraation 

843 

Public/recreation 

582 

Archaeological/open  space 

261 

Agricultural 

476 

Total 

3,286 

•  Anticipated  construction/demolition  activities 

•  Employment  and  population  projections 

•  A  listing  of  anticipated  airport  tenants 

•  Projected  flight  operations  and  fleet  mixes 

•  Traffic  generation  and  daily  trip  projections 

•  Utility  requirement  projections 

•  Areas  disturbed  by  construction/demolition 

•  Phasing  plans  for  reuse 

•  Proposed  transportation  access  points. 

The  amount  of  development,  including  existing  facility  demolition,  facility 
retention,  and  new  facility  construction,  for  each  land  use  under  the  General 
Aviation  Alternative,  is  provided  in  Table  2  3-2. 

Table  2.3-3  summarizes  acreages  assumed  to  be  disturbed  by  construction 
of  facilities,  infrastructure  improvements,  or  other  operational  activities 
during  each  phase  of  development.  Disturbance  due  to  cultivation 
associated  with  the  agricultural  land  use  category  is  not  included  in  these 
figures.  The  sections  below  describe  activities  associated  with  each  land 
use  category. 

2.3. 1.1  Airfield.  The  proposed  airfield  land  use  zone  consists  of  754  acres 
or  about  23  percent  of  the  base  and  includes  the  northern  portion  of  the 
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Table  2.3*2.  Facility  Development  •  General  Aviation  Alternative 


Existing 

Facility 

Demolition 

Existing 

Facility 

Retention 

New  Facility 
Construction 

Land  Use 

(in  thousands  of  square  feet  of  floor  space) 

Airfield 

0 

0 

0 

Aviation  support 

36 

114 

0 

Industrial 

140 

500 

2,150 

Institutional  (educational) 

18 

311 

0 

Commercial 

79 

172 

217 

Residential 

360 

1,062 

756 

Public/recreation 

0 

111 

0 

Archaeological/open  space 

0 

0 

0 

Agricultural 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

633 

2,270 

3,123 

I 


Table  2.3*3. 

Acres  Disturbed  -  General  Aviation  Alternative 

Acres  Disturbed  (by  phase) 

Land  Use 

1993-1998 

1998*2003 

2003-2013 

Total 

Airfield 

3 

0 

0 

3 

Aviation  support 

26 

0 

0 

26 

Industrial 

47 

55 

106 

208 

Institutional 

2 

5 

10 

17 

Commercial 

11 

10 

15 

36 

Residential 

0 

51 

298 

349 

Pubtic/recreation 

140 

0 

0 

140 

Archaeological/open 

space 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Agricultural 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

229 

121 

429 

779 

existing  runway,  taxiways,  and  RPZs.  Other  specific  features  of  the  airfield 
(e.g.,  terminal,  control  tower,  parking,  etc.)  are  similar  to  those  of  the 
Proposed  Action,  as  described  in  Section  2.2. 
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A  preliminary  airpon  plan  has  been  developed  for  this  alternattve  as  shown 
in  Figure  2.3-2.  Airfield  improvements  as  required  for  the  nonprectsion 
approach  runway  use  would  differ  from  those  discussed  under  the  Proposed 
Action,  in  that  a  precision  approach  and  the  control  tower  would  not  be 
required. 

The  southern  2  000  feet  of  Runway  36  would  be  marked  as  unusable  for 
landing.  A  new  taxiway  would  be  required  to  allow  planes  to  access  the 
south  end  of  the  proposed  shortened  runway 

The  airfield  would  be  used  for  corporate  and  private  aviation,  and  fixed  base 
operations.  Projected  operations  for  the  General  Aviation  Alternative  are 
shown  for  the  years  of  analysis  in  Table  2.3-4.  All  operations  would  occur 
during  the  daytime  (7  a  m.  to  10  p.m.). 


Table  2.3-4.  Projected  Flight  Operations  -  General  Aviation  Altamativa 


Year 

Oparation 

Function 

% 

Fleet  Mix 

Annual 

Operations* 

1993 

General  aviation 

Private 

80 

COMSEP  piston 

25.600 

Aircraft 

10 

BEC-58P  piston 

3,200 

5 

CNA-441  turboprop 

1,600 

Business 

5 

Comjet  jet 

1,600 

Total 

32,000 

1998 

General  aviation 

Private 

77 

COMSEP  piston 

28.100 

Aircraft 

1 1 

BEC-58P  piston 

3,900 

6 

CNA-441  turboprop 

2.100 

Business 

6 

Comjet  jr«t 

2,300 

Total 

36,400 

2003 

General  aviation 

Private 

74 

COMSEP  piston 

30,000 

Aircraft 

12 

BEC-58P  piston 

4.700 

7 

rNA-441  turboprop 

2,700 

Business 

7 

Comjet  jet 

.3,000 

Total 

40,400 

2013 

General  aviation 

Private 

72 

COMSEP  piston 

33,000 

Aircraft 

13 

BEC-58P  piston 

5.800 

7 

CNA-441  turboprop 

3,400 

Business 

8 

Comjet  jet 

3,900 

Total 

46,100 

*An  operation  ia  definad  as  a  lartding  or  takaoff. 
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Figure  2.3-2 
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Although  the  portion  of  the  runway  to  be  used  (8,000  feet)  is  shorter  than 
the  existing  airfield,  no  demolition  of  runway  or  associated  pavements  is 
proposed  under  this  alternative.  Although  the  projected  fleet  mix  consists  of 
only  general  aviation  operations,  the  8,000-foot  runway  would  be  adequate 
for  use  by  larger  aircraft. 

2. 3. 1.2  Aviation  Support.  The  aviation  support  areas  include  facilities  for 
general  aviation,  aircraft  maintenance,  and  aircraft  parking  cover  75  acres, 
or  2  percent  of  the  base. 

Some  new  construction  would  be  undertaken  for  aviation  support  and  would 
be  completed  by  1998.  The  large  existing  hangars  at  Eaker  AFB  would  be 
inappropriate  for  use  by  small  general  aviation  aircraft,  and  new  hangars 
would  be  constructed  for  their  use.  An  area  of  approximately  49  acres  west 
of  Runway  1 8/36  and  north  of  the  northern  apron  would  be  reserved  for 
future  aviation  support  uses  beyond  the  20-year  analysis  period.  Activities 
identified  for  the  aviation  support  area  include  general  aviation  with  an  FBO 
to  begin  immediately  after  closure. 

2.3. 1.3  Industrial.  The  industrial  land  use  zones  cover  503  acres  located  in 
three  areas  of  the  base:  one  in  the  southwest  corner  of  the  base  adjacent 
to  the  southern  end  of  the  flightline,  another  due  northwest  of  the  northern 
end  of  the  fiightline,  and  a  third  area  east  of  the  airfield  in  the  central 
portion  of  the  base.  This  would  encompass  approximately  1 5  percent  of  the 
base  area.  Approximately  33  percent  of  the  industrial  area  includes  existing 
industrial-type  facilities  targeted  for  light  industry  and  warehouse  uses.  The 
remainder  of  the  land  area  is  presently  vacant  and  would  be  available  for 
new,  light  industrial  development.  Development  of  the  industrial  area  would 
be  phased  beyond  20  years  after  base  closure. 

2. 3. 1.4  Institutional  (Educational).  A  55-acre  parcel,  approximately 

2  percent  of  the  base,  has  been  identified  for  educational  use  under  the 
General  Aviation  Alternative.  The  types  of  educational  uses  would  likely  be 
simitar  to  the  current  use  by  the  Mississippi  County  Community  College 
District  (i.e.,  degree  programs  offered  by  the  state  of  Arkansas  colleges  and 
universities).  Existing  administration  buildings  in  this  area  would  be 
converted  as  necessary  for  educational  reuse. 

2.3. 1.5  Commercial.  A  commercial  area  of  63  acres,  or  2  percent  of  the 
base,  would  occupy  a  large  part  of  the  main  base  area.  Specific  uses 
identified  for  the  development/reuse  of  facilities  within  this  parcel  would 
include  conversion  of  existing  administration  buildings  for  office  use  and 
reservation  of  land  between  two  residential  areas  for  future  retail  use. 

2. 3. 1.6  Residential.  Residential  land  uses  would  be  located  in  four  areas  of 
the  base  and  comprise  a  total  of  517  acres,  approximately  16  percent  of  the 
base  area.  The  existing  multi-family  units  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the 
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base  would  continue  to  be  used  for  residential  purpose: .  To  reduce  the 
density  in  this  housing  area,  240  duplex  units  would  be  demolished.  The 
hospital  would  be  retained  for  use  as  a  life  care  facility.  Existing  vacant 
lands  consisting  of  252  acres  to  the  north  and  to  the  southwest  of  the  golf 
course  would  be  reserved  for  approximately  500  units  of  new  single-family 
residential  development  to  be  phased  over  the  final  1 5  years  of  the 
development  period  ending  in  2013.  Building  specifications  for  the 
proposed  residential  area  southwest  of  the  golf  course  would  need  to 
include  engineering  designs  to  ensure  adequate  storm  drainage. 

Construction  in  this  area  would  have  to  control  erosion  to  wetland  areas  and 
avoid  wetlands  where  feasible. 

2.3. 1.7  Public/Recreation.  The  public/recreation  land  use  area  (divided  into 
public/recreational  and  archaeological/open  space  areas)  comprises  a  total  of 
843  acres,  or  approximately  26  percent  of  the  base.  Recreational  areas  and 
facilities  such  as  parks,  the  golf  course,  athletic  fields,  the  gymnasium,  and 
the  swimming  pool  would  be  made  available  to  the  general  public.  The  golf 
course  would  be  expanded  from  9  to  18  holes.  The  major  archaeological 
site  in  the  northeast  quadrant  of  the  base  would  be  reserved  for 
archaeological/open  space.  The  pavement  near  the  south  end  of  the 
existing  runway  is  incorporated  in  this  land  use  area. 

2. 3. 1.8  Agricultural.  Agricultural  land  use  areas  located  at  both  ends  of  the 
runway  contain  476  acres,  or  approximately  14  percent  of  the  base 
acreage.  Approximately  50  percent  of  this  land  is  currently  under  lease  to  a 
local  farmer  for  cultivation.  Although  the  pavement  at  the  south  end  of  the 
existing  runway  is  incorporated  in  this  land  use  parcel,  it  would  not  be 
suitable  for  cultivation. 

2.3. 1.9  Employment  and  Population.  The  General  Aviation  Alternative 
would  generate  approximately  2,700  new  direct  jobs  on  site  by  the  year 
2013.  Employment  effects  are  shown  in  Table  2.3-5. 


Table  2.3*5.  Reuse-Related  Employment  and  Population  Effects  - 
Genera)  Aviation  Alternative 


Closure 

1998 

2003 

2013 

Direct  employment 

50 

757 

1,375 

2,654 

Population  increase 

N/A 

0 

0 

3,770 

Projected  employment  would  generate  population  changes  in  the  area.  An 
increase  of  approximately  3,800  persons  over  post-closure  conditions  is 
estimated  for  the  region  by  the  year  2013.  Included  in  this  estimate  are 
900  students  that  would  enter  the  region  and  reside  in  dormitories. 
Population  effects  are  shown  in  Table  2.3-5. 
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2.3.1.10  Transportation.  Now  access  to  Eaker  AFB  would  be  established  in 
the  General  Aviation  Alternative  on  all  sides  of  the  base  to  make  it  more 
accessible  to  the  surrounding  cities  of  Blytheville  and  Gosnell.  Presently, 
the  base  has  two  entrances  on  the  west  side  and  one  on  the  south  side 
accessing  SH  151.  These  access  points  would  be  retained  and  five  other 
access  points  would  be  provided  as  shown  in  Figure  2.3-1 . 

Access  to  the  east  side  of  the  base  would  be  provided  by  extending  a  road 
to  the  west  from  U.S.  61  to  the  proposed  new  residential  area.  This  would 
require  a  bridge  crossing  of  Pemiscot  Bayou  at  the  base  boundary.  Access 
to  the  southeast  portion  of  the  base  would  be  provided  by  extending 
Highland  Avenue  to  the  west  and  would  also  require  a  bridge  crossing  of 
Pemiscot  Bayou.  Of  the  two  new  entries  to  the  residential  area  on  the  west 
side  of  the  base,  the  access  point  north  of  the  existing  Main  Gate  would 
require  construction  of  a  bridge  to  cross  a  drainage;  the  entry  at  the  north 
end  of  the  residential  area  would  require  street  paving  only.  The  access 
point  at  the  south  end  of  the  base  near  the  alert  facility  connecting  SH  151 
to  Perimeter  Road  would  require  grading  and  pavement  construction. 

Based  on  land  use  and  employment  projections,  average  daily  vehicular 
traffic  to  and  from  base  property  would  be  approximately  1 6,600  trips  by 
2013.  Peak  hour  traffic  is  estimated  at  2,200  trips  in  the  morning  and 
2,300  trips  in  the  afternoon. 

2.3.1.11  Utilities.  By  2013,  the  projected  activities  associated  with  the 
General  Aviation  Alternative  would  generate  the  following  on-base  utility 
demands: 

•  Water  -  0.5  MGD 

•  Wastewater  -  0.4  MGD 

•  Solid  Waste  -  33  tons  per  day 

•  Electricity  -  1 00  M  WH  per  day 

•  Natural  Gas  -  4,500  therms  per  day. 

Some  utility  systems  would  have  to  be  improved  to  provide  adequate 
service  to  proposed  new  facilities.  Because  of  the  additional  residential 
units,  system  improvements  are  anticipated  to  be  necessary. 

2.3.2  Non-Aviation  Alternative 

The  focal  point  of  the  Non-Aviation  Alternative  (Figure  2.3-3)  is  the 
industrial  reuse  of  the  airfield.  The  existing  airfield  would  be  inactive,  and 
the  airfield  runways  and  the  flightline  facilities  would  be  used  primarily  for 
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Industrial  activities.  Where  feasible,  the  open  land  surrounding  the  airfield 
runway  would  be  used  for  agricultural  purposes.  Other  components  of  this 
alternative  include  institutional,  commercial,  residential,  public/recreation 
and  archaeological/open  space  uses.  The  total  acreage  of  each  land  use 
category  is  shown  in  Table  2.3-6. 


Table  2.3-6.  Land  Use  Acreage  •  Non-Avlatlon  Alternative 


Land  Use 

Acreage 

Industrial 

799 

institutional  (educational) 

98 

Commercial 

87 

Residential 

222 

Pubiic/recreation 

710 

Public/recreation 

410 

Archaeological/open  space 

300 

Agricultural 

1,370 

Total 

3,286 

The  following  assumptions  were  used  to  develop  the  Non-Aviation 
Alternative: 

•  Proposed  land  uses 

•  Acreage  figures  for  proposed  land  uses 

•  Anticipated  construction/demolition  activities 

•  Employment  and  population  projections 

•  Areas  disturbed  by  construction/demolition 

•  Phasing  plans  for  reuse 

•  Construction  cost  projections 

•  Traffic  generation  and  daily  trip  projections 

•  Utility  requirement  projections 

•  Proposed  transportation  access  points. 

The  amount  of  development,  including  existing  facility  demolition,  facility 
retention,  and  new  facility  construction  for  each  land  use  under  the  Non- 
Aviation  Alternative  is  provided  in  Table  2.3-7. 
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Table  2.3-7.  Facility  Developmant  -  Non-Aviation  Mtemative 


Existing 

Facility 

Demolition 

Existing 

Facility 

Retention 

New  Facility 
Construction 

Land  Use 

(in  thousands  of  square  feet  of  floor  space) 

Industrial 

228 

728 

3,127 

Institutional  (educational) 

63 

321 

30 

Commercial 

240 

161 

160 

Residential 

489 

848 

0 

Public/recreation 

4 

69 

0 

Archaeological/open  space 

0 

0 

0 

Agricultural 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

1,024 

2,127 

3,317 

Table  2.3-8  summarizes  acreages  assumed  to  be  disturbed  by  construction 
of  facilities,  infrastructure  improvements,  or  other  operational  activities 
during  each  phase  of  development.  Disturbance  due  to  cultivation 
associated  with  the  agricultural  land  use  category  is  not  included  in  these 
figures.  The  sections  below  describe  activities  associated  with  each  land 
use  category. 


Table  2.3-8.  Acres  Disturbed  -  Non-Aviation  Alternative 


Land  Use 

Acres  Disturbed  (by  phase) 

1993-1998 

1998-2003 

2003-2013 

Total 

Industrial 

31 

32 

58 

121 

Institutional  (educational) 

9 

16 

33 

58 

Commercial 

13 

13 

26 

52 

Residential 

0 

14 

81 

95 

Public/recreation 

28 

0 

0 

28 

Archaeotogical/open  space 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Agricultural 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

81 

75 

198 

339 

2.3.2. 1  Industrial.  The  proposed  industrial  land  use  zone  covers  799  acres, 
or  about  24  percent  of  the  base,  the  majority  of  which  is  presently  runway, 
taxiways,  and  the  operational  apron.  Because  demolition  of  these  surfaces 
could  be  cost-prohibitive,  reuse  as  storage  areas,  parking,  or  new 
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development  has  been  proposed.  Approximately  25  percent  of  the  land  use 
zone  includes  existing  industrial'type  facilities  targeted  for  light  industrial 
and  warehouse  uses.  The  remaining  75  percent  is  presently  vacant  and 
would  be  available  for  new  general  industrial  development. 

2.3. 2.2  Institutional  (Educational).  The  institutional  land  uses  at  Eaker  AFB 
cover  98  acres,  3  percent  of  the  base  area.  Two  parcels,  53  acres  located 
in  the  center  of  the  existing  main  base  area  and  45  acres  located  adjacent  to 
the  north  base  boundary,  are  identified  for  institutional  uses.  The  existing 
facilities  in  the  main  base  area  include  the  administrative/office  buildings  and 
dormitories.  These  facilities  could  potentially  support  a  corporate  education 
center,  a  specialized  training  area,  a  college  facility,  or  a  combination  of  the 
aforementioned.  These  activities  would  likely  be  phased  to  meet  user 
demands  by  the  year  2013. 

The  educational  training  reuse  parcel  in  the  northwest  quadrant  includes  the 
existing  Fire  Protection  Training  Area  (FPTA)  facility  and  the  firing  range. 
These  facilities  could  be  reused  for  law  enforcement  training. 

2.3. 2.3  Commercial.  The  proposed  commercial  land  use  in  the  existing 
main  base  area  covers  87  acres  approximately  3  percent  of  the  base.  This 
area  would  be  developed  for  retail  and  office  uses  and  community  facilities 
development.  The  existing  community  facilities  including  the  bowling  alley, 
church,  child  care  center,  and  theater  would  be  retained.  The  base  hospital 
and  residential  units  located  in  this  area  would  be  demolished. 

2. 3. 2.4  Residential.  The  existing  residential  land  use  zone  under  the  Non- 
Aviation  Alternative  is  located  on  the  west  side  of  Eaker  AFB  which  covers 
222  acres,  or  approximately  7  percent  of  the  base  acreage.  The  existing 
multi-family  units  on  a  26-acre  site  in  the  northwest  quadrant  of  the  base 
would  continue  to  be  used  for  residential  purposes.  The  duplexes  located 
south  of  the  multi-family  area  would  also  be  retained  for  residential  uses. 
Within  this  area,  a  minimum  of  400  of  the  approximately  800  residential 
units  would  be  reused.  The  remainder  would  be  demolished  to  reduce 
density  in  the  housing  area. 

2.3. 2.5  Public/Recreation.  The  public/recreation  land  use  zone  would  cover 
710  acres  divided  into  410  acres  of  public/recreation  and  300  acres  of 
archaeologicaf/open  space.  This  would  encompass  22  percent  of  the  base 
area.  The  public/recreation  area  includes  existing  recreation  facilities  such 
as  a  9-hole  golf  course,  tennis  courts,  outdoor  swimming  pool,  gymnasium, 
and  baseball  fields.  The  major  archaeological  site  in  the  northeast  quadrant 
of  the  base  would  remain  undeveloped  as  archaeological/open  space. 

2.3.2.6  Agricultural.  The  area  denoted  for  agricultural  use  contains 
1,370  acres,  or  approximately  41  percent  of  the  base.  Nearly  1,200  acres 
of  this  land  is  currently  leased  to  a  local  farmer  for  cultivation. 
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2.3.2.7  Employment  and  Population.  The  Non-Aviation  Alternative  would 
generate  approximately  2,800  new  direct  jobs  on  site  by  the  year  2013. 
Employment  effects  are  shown  in  Table  2.3-9. 


Table  2.3-9.  Reuse-Related  Employment  and  Population  Effects  • 
Non-Aviation  Alternative 


Closure 

1998 

2003 

2013 

Direct  employment 

50 

834 

1,489 

2,757 

Population  increase 

N/A 

0 

0 

4,113 

Projected  employment  would  generate  an  estimated  population  increase  of 
approximately  4, 1 00  over  the  post-closure  estimate  in  the  region  by  the 
year  2013.  Included  in  the  population  are  900  students  that  would  enter 
the  region  and  reside  in  dormitories.  Population  effects  are  shown  in 
Table  2.3-9. 

2.3. 2.8  Transportation.  New  access  to  Eaker  AFB  would  be  established  in 
the  Non-Aviation  Alternative  sn  alt  sides  of  the  base  to  make  it  more 
accessible  to  the  surrounding  cities  of  Blytheville  and  Gosneil.  The  three 
existing  base  access  points  would  be  retained  and  three  new  access  points 
would  be  provided  as  shown  in  Figure  2.3-3.  The  proposed  new  entrance 
north  of  the  existing  Main  Gate,  providing  access  to  the  residential  area, 
would  require  construction  of  a  bridge  to  cross  a  drainage.  The  access 
point  at  the  south  end  of  the  base  near  the  alert  facility  connecting  SH  1 51 
to  Perimeter  Road  would  require  grading  and  pavement  construction.  The 
access  point  adjacent  to  the  base  golf  course  would  require  the  extension  of 
Highland  Avenue  to  the  base  boundary  and  a  bridge  across  Pemiscot  Bayou 
at  the  east  base  boundary. 

Based  on  land  use  and  employment  projections,  average  daily  vehicular 
traffic  to  and  from  base  property  would  be  approximately  20, 1 00  trips  by 
2013.  Peak  hour  traffic  is  estimated  at  2,000  trips  in  the  morning  and 
2,500  trips  in  the  afternoon. 

2.3. 2.9  Utilities.  By  2013,  the  projected  activities  associated  with  the 
Non-Aviation  Alternative  would  generate  the  following  on-base  utility 
demands: 

•  Water  -  0.3  MGD 

•  Wastewater  -  0.2  MGD 

•  Solid  Waste  -  39  tons  per  day 
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•  Electricity  -  140  MWH  per  day 

•  Natural  Gas  -  5,500  therms  per  day. 

Some  utility  systems  would  have  to  be  improved  to  provide  adequate 
service  to  proposed  new  facilities. 

2.3.3  Other  Lend  Use  Concepts 

In  compliance  with  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1 949,  the  Air  Force  solicited  proposals  from  other  federal  agencies  regarding 
their  interest  in  acquiring  land  or  facilities  identified  for  disposal  at  Eaker 
AFB.  While  no  responses  have  been  received  to  date,  two  potential 
scenarios  have  been  developed  for  purposes  of  analysis. 

This  section  describes  land  use  concepts  that  are  not  part  of  any  integrated 
reuse  plan,  but  that  could  be  initiated  on  an  individual  basis.  These 
concepts  could  include  proposed  federal  transfers  and  conveyances  to  non- 
federal  agencies  and  private  parties.  They  are  independent  of  one  another 
and  could  be  implemented  individually  or  in  combination  with  one  of  the 
reuse  alternatives.  Figure  2.3-4  shows  the  location  of  each  of  the  proposed 
land  use  concepts. 

2.3.3. 1  McKinney  Act.  As  part  of  the  McKinney  Act  of  1987  (P.L. 

100*77),  HUD,  in  conjunction  with  the  HHS  and  the  GSA  identifies  surplus 
government  buildings  and  properties  which  are  suitable  as  housing  for  the 
homeless.  One  McKinney  Act  request  was  received  for  base  housing  but 
was  later  withdrawn.  Since  no  requests  are  currently  active,  potential 
housing  for  low-income  families  and  individuals  and  for  the  homeless 
population  in  the  region  has  been  identified  within  the  existing  housing  area 
in  the  northwest  and  southwest  regions  of  Eaker  AFB. 

The  100  residential  units  in  the  northwest  were  constructed  in  1976,  and 
represent  the  most  recent  construction  within  the  housing  area.  The  36 
duplex  units  in  the  southwest  were  constructed  in  1961  and  are 
representative  of  most  family  housing  at  Eaker  AFB.  The  units  and  their 
associated  landscaping  have  been  well  maintained.  Needed  renovations 
would  be  minor  and  would  consist  primarily  of  interior/exterior  painting,  and 
carpet  and  fixture  replacement.  The  residences  could  be  occupied  soon 
after  base  closure. 

2.3.3.2  Interpretive  Center/Museum.  Three  parcels  which  contain  the 
majority  of  the  archaeological  sites  have  been  considered  as  an  independent 
land  use  concept.  The  area,  comprising  approximately  330  acres,  would  be 
transferred  or  conveyed  to  a  government  or  private  agency,  which  would 
act  as  a  steward  for  the  property.  No  development  of  the  site  itself  is 
proposed,  although  a  museum  or  interpretive  center  could  be  created  for  the 
public  using  existing  facilities  converted  for  this  purpose. 
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EXPLANATION 


1.  McKinney  Act  Proposal 

2.  Interpretive  Center/Museum 
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2.3.4  No-Action  Alternative 


The  No-Action  Alternative  would  result  in  the  U.  S.  Government  retaining 
ownership  of  the  property  after  closure.  The  property  would  not  be  put  to 
further  use.  The  base  would  be  preserved,  i.e.,  placed  in  a  condition 
intended  to  limit  deterioration  and  ensure  public  safety.  An  Air  Force  Base 
Disposal  Agency  operating  location  (OL)  would  be  provided  to  ensure  base 
resource  protection,  grounds  maintenance,  existing  utilities  operations  ss 
necessary,  and  building  care  are  accomplished.  No  other  military 
activities/missions  are  anticipated  to  be  performed  on  the  property. 

The  future  land  uses  and  levels  of  maintenance  would  be  as  follows: 

•  Maintain  structures  in  mothballed  condition  to  prevent 
deterioration.  This  would  involve  disconnecting  or  draining 
some  utility  lines  and  securing  facilities. 

•  Isolate  or  deactivate  utility  distribution  lines  on  base. 

•  Provide  limited  maintenance  of  roads  to  ensure  access. 

•  Provide  limited  grounds  maintenance  of  open  areas.  This  would 
primarily  consist  of  infrequent  cutting  to  eliminate  fire,  health, 
and  safety  hazards. 

•  Maintain  the  golf  course  in  a  manner  to  facilitate  economical 
resumption  of  use. 

•  Maintain  existing  outleases,  where  applicable. 

The  base  would  continue  to  fulfill  its  water  requirements  from  the  same 
system,  although  the  amount  would  be  significantly  reduced.  Nonessential 
water  lines  would  be  drained  and  shut  off.  The  base  facility  would  continue 
to  provide  wastewater  treatment  under  caretaker  status,  but  the  amount 
would  ne  negligible  or  zero.  Solid  waste  collection  from  the  base  would 
likely  be  reduced  to  a  negligible  level  under  this  alternative.  The  power  and 
space-heating  systems  serving  Eaker  AFB  would  likely  be  utilized  at 
substantially  reduced  levels  while  the  base  is  in  caretaker  status.  Electrical 
power  would  be  required  for  security  lighting  and  other  essential  systems, 
and  natural  gas  would  probably  be  required  during  winter  months  to 
maintain  minimal  space  heating  in  mothballed  facilities. 

2.3.5  Air  Force  Base  Disposal  Agency  OL 

An  OL  will  be  established  at  Eaker  AFB.  The  responsibilities  of  this  team 
include  coordinating  closure  activities,  establishing  a  caretaker  force  to 
maintain  Air  Force  properties  after  closure,  and  serving  as  the  Air  Force 
liaison  supporting  community  reuse.  For  the  purposes  of  environmental 
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analysis,  it  was  assumed  that  this  team  would  comprise  approximately 
50  people  at  the  time  of  closure,  consisting  of  1 0  Air  Force  employees  with 
contractor  support. 

The  OL,  as  used  in  this  document,  may  refer  to  the  Air  Force  disposal 
personnel  or  to  one  of  the  caretaker  contractors.  In  some  cases  each  team 
may  have  distinct  responsibilities.  For  example,  under  the  No-Action 
Alternative,  each  contractor  is  responsible  for  the  management  and 
disposition  of  their  own  hazardous  materials  and  waste.  The  Air  Force  OL 
would  be  responsible  for  inspection  and  oversight  to  ensure  that  hazardous 
substance  practices  are  in  compliance  with  pertinent  regulations. 

2.3.6  Interim  Uses 

Interim  uses  include  predisposal  short-term  uses  of  the  base  facilities  and 
property.  Predisposal  interim  uses  are  conducted  under  lease  agreements 
with  the  Air  Force.  The  terms  and  conditions  of  the  lease  will  be  arranged 
to  ensure  that  the  predisposal  interim  uses  do  not  prejudice  future  disposal 
and  reuse  plans  of  the  base.  The  continuation  of  interim  uses  beyond 
disposal  would  be  arranged  through  agreements  with  the  new  property 
owner(s). 

A  zero  baseline  representing  conditions  at  the  point  of  closure  is  used  for 
the  environmental  analysis.  The  interim  uses  that  could  occur  prior  to 
property  disposal  are  not  considered  within  this  baseline. 

Certain  post-disposal  interim  use  scenarios  have  been  incorporated  into  the 
reuse  alternatives.  Where  appropriate,  impacts  of  these  operations  are 
reflected  in  the  environmental  analysis  of  pertinent  resource  areas. 

2.4  ALTERNATIVES  ELIMINATED  FROM  FURTHER  CONSIDERATION 

All  reuse  proposals  or  land  use  concepts  pursuant  to  the  reuse  of  Eaker  AFB 
have  been  included  for  analysis. 

2.5  OTHER  FUTURE  ACTIONS  IN  THE  REGION 

Two  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  were  identified  which  could  be 
considered  as  contributing  to  a  potential  cumulative  impact  on  the  disposal 
and  reuse  of  Eaker  AFB: 

•  '  'he  expansion  of  a  local  steel  mill 

•  The  closure  of  a  chrome  plating  factory. 

Upon  examination  of  these  potential  projects  in  the  region,  it  was 
determined  that  the  most  appropriate  analysis  would  result  from  their 
inclusion  within  the  closure  baseline  and  reuse  alternative  assumptions. 
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The  closure  of  the  chrome  platmo  plant  and  the  expansion  of  the  steel  mill 
were  taken  into  consideration  when  developing  the  closure  baseline  and 
subsequent  future  projections  for  employment,  population,  and  other 
applicable  resource  areas. 

Since  the  effects  of  these  actions  are  incorporated  into  ths  dispossl  snd 
reuse  impecta,  they  have  not  been  considered  projects  within  this 
document. 

COMPARISON  Of  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

A  summery  comparison  of  the  influencing  factors  snd  anvironmentsl  impacts 
on  each  biophysical  rasource  affactad  by  tht  Proposad  Action  and 
alternetives  over  the  20-year  atudy  period  is  presented  in  Tables  2.6-1  and 
2.6-2.  Influencing  factors  are  non-biophysical  elements,  such  as  population, 
employment,  lend  use,  eesthetica,  public  utility  systems,  end  trensportation 
networke  that  directly  impact  the  environment.  These  activities  have  been 
analyzed  to  determine  their  effects  on  the  environment.  Impacts  to  the 
environment  are  described  briefly  in  the  summary  and  discussed  in  detail  in 
Chapter  4.  Table  2.6-3  presents  influencing  factors  and  anvironmentsl 
impacts  of  independent  land  use  concepts. 
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Proposed  Action  I  Generel  Aviation  Altarrmtive  I  Non-Aviation  Altemetive 
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Table  2.6-3.  Summary  of  Impacts  from  Other  Land  Use  Concepts 


Resource  Category 

McKinney  Act 

Interpretive  Center/Museum 

Local  Community 

•  Land  Use  and  Aesthetics 

No  change  in  land  use. 

Up  to  370  acres  of  prime 
farmland  lost. 

•  Transportation 

No  change  in  surface  or 
air  traffic. 

No  change  in  surface  or  air 
traffic. 

•  Utilities 

No  change  in  utility 
demand. 

No  change  in  utility  demand. 

Hazardous  Materials  and 

Hazardous  Waste  Management 

•  Hazardous  Materials 

Use  of  small  quantities 
of  household  materials. 

Use  of  small  quantities  of 
household  materials. 

•  Hazardous  Waste 

Small  quantities 
generated. 

Small  quantities  generated. 

•  Installation  Restoration 

No  impact  to 

Delays  in  property  conveyance 

Program 

remediation  activities. 

1 

or  land  use  restriction  may 
occur. 

•  Storage  Tanks 

No  new  storage  tanks. 

No  new  storage  tanks. 

•  Asbestos 

Demolition  or 
renovation  of  existing 

Demolition  or  renovation  of 
existing  buildings  may  require 

buildings  may  require 
removal  and  disposal 
and/or  management  in 
place. 

removal  and  disposal  and/or 
management  in  place. 

•  Pesticides 

Small  quantities  to  be 
utilized  for  landscaping. 

Small  quantities  to  be  used  for 
landscaping. 

•  PCBs 

No  impact. 

No  PCBs  in  this  location. 

•  Radon 

Below  level  of  concern. 

Not  applicable. 

•  Medical/Biohazardous 

None  generated. 

None  generated. 

Wastes 

•  Ordnance 

Not  applicable. 

EOD  Range  cleared  prior  to 
disposal. 

Natural  Environment 

•  Soils  and  Geology 

No  new  disturbance. 

Minimal  new  disturbance  for 
trails  and  signs. 

•  Water  Resources 

No  additional  demand. 

No  additional  demand. 

•  Air  Quality 

No  new  emissions. 

No  new  emissions. 

•  Noise 

No  new  sources.  No 
increase  in  receptors. 

No  new  sources.  No  increase 
in  receptors. 

•  Biological  Resources 

No  impact. 

No  impact. 

•  Cultural  Resources 

No  impact. 

No  impact. 
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CHAPTER  3 
AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


3.0  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


3.1  INTRODUCTION 

This  chapter  describes  the  environmental  conditions  of  Eaker  AFB  and  its 
region  of  influence  (ROD  as  it  would  be  at  the  time  of  base  closure.  It 
provides  information  to  serve  as  a  bcjeline  from  which  to  identify  and 
evaluate  environmental  changes  resulting  from  disposal  and  reuse  of  Eaker 
AFB.  Although  this  EIS  focuses  on  the  biophysical  environment,  some 
non-biophysical  elemenu  are  addressed.  The  non-biophysicai  elements 
(influencing  factors)  of  population  and  employment,  land  use  and  aesthetics, 
public  utility  systems,  and  transportation  networks  in  the  region  and  local 
communities  are  addressed.  TItis  chapter  also  describes  the  storage,  use, 
and  management  of  hazardous  materials  found  on  base,  including  storage 
tanks,  asbestos,  pesticides,  polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs),  radon, 
medical/biohazardous  waste,  and  explosive  ordnance.  The  current  status  of 
the  IRP  IS  also  described.  Finally,  this  chapter  describes  the  pertinent 
natural  resources  of  geology  and  soils,  water  resources,  air  quality,  noise, 
biological  resources,  and  cultural  resources. 

The  ROI  to  be  studied  will  be  defined  for  each  resource  area  affected  by  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  The  ROI  determines  the  geographical  area 
to  be  addressed  as  the  Affected  Environment.  Although  the  base  boundary 
may  constitute  the  ROI  limit  for  many  resources,  potential  impacts 
associated  with  certain  issues  (e.g.,  air  quality,  utility  systems,  and  water 
resources)  transcend  these  limits. 

The  baseline  conditions  assumed  for  the  purpose  of  analysis  are  the 
conditions  projected  at  base  closure.  Closure  is  scheduled  for  December  1 5, 
1992;  therefore,  1993  was  selected  as  the  most  descriptive  year  for  the 
closure  baseline.  Impacts  associated  with  disposal  and/or  reuse  activities 
may  then  be  addressed  by  comparing  projected  conditions  under  various 
reuses  to  closure  conditions.  A  reference  to  preclosure  conditions  is 
provided,  where  appropriate  (e.g.,  air  quality)  in  this  document,  in  order  to 
provide  a  comparative  analysis  over  time.  Data  used  to  describe  the 
preclosure  reference  point  is  that  which  depicts  conditions  as  close  as 
possibia  to  the  closure  announcement  date.  This  will  assist  the  decision¬ 
maker  and  agencies  in  understanding  potential  long-term  impacts  in 
comparison  to  conditions  when  the  installation  was  active. 

3.2  LOCAL  COMMUNITY 

Eaker  AFB  is  located  in  the  northeast  corner  of  Arkansas,  in  Mississippi 
County,  3  miles  south  of  the  Missouri  border,  and  approximately  1 1  miles 
west  of  the  Mississippi  River  and  the  Tennessee  border  (Figure  3.2-1 1 .  The 
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base  is  in  the  eastern  lowland  portion  of  the  Central  Mississippi  River  Valley. 
Most  of  this  area  was  incorporated  into  the  city  of  Biythevilie  in  1 961 .  A 
26-acre  parcel  in  the  northwest  comer  of  the  base  lies  within  the  city  limits 
of  Gosnell.  The  total  area  of  Eaker  AFB  comprises  3,286  acres  (Figure 
3.2-2).  The  topography  of  the  base  is  relatively  flat,  which  is  typical  of  a 
Mississippi  River  floodplain.  Elevations  average  approximately  250  feet 
mean  sea  level  (MSL)  and  vary  only  20  feet,  from  approximately  245  feet 
MSL  at  the  southeast  end  of  the  base  in  the  vicinity  of  Pemiscot  Bayou  to 
265  feet  MSL  at  the  northwestern  end  of  the  base  near  the  firing  range. 

The  climate  in  the  Biythevilie  region  is  subtropical,  with  mild  winters  and 
hot,  humid  summers.  July  is  the  hottest  month  of  the  year  with  an  average 
maximum  daily  temperature  of  90 ’F.  The  coldest  month  is  January  with  an 
average  minimum  daily  temperature  of  28  *F.  The  average  annual 
precipitation  is  48.3  inches,  which  is  fairly  evenly  distributed  throughout  the 
year.  The  average  annual  relative  humidity  is  69  percent.  In  this  region 
flooding  does  occur  during  periods  of  prolonged  heavy  rainfall,  and  during 
the  summer  months  climatic  conditions  make  tornado  formation  possible. 

Eaker  AFB  is  in  proximity  to  the  Burlington  Northern  railroad  line  and  the 
U.S.  interstate  Highway  System.  Interstate  55,  a  north-south  highway, 
connects  Biythevilie  with  Interstate  40  and  Memnhis,  Tennessee,  to  the 
south  and  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  to  the  north.  The  .  i  sest  commercial  airport 
is  in  Memphis,  about  60  miles  south  of  Biythevilie;  however,  Biythevilie  has 
a  small  municipal  airport  without  commercial  service  (Figure  3.2-7). 

Installation  Background 

Eaker  AFB  was  activated  as  the  Biythevilie  Army  Airfield  in  1942.  Among 
the  property  acquired  for  the  new  air  base  was  a  3-acre  parcel  containing  a 
cemetery  associated  with  a  small  county  church,  established  in  1 875.  The 
airfield  served  as  an  advanced  flying  school,  and  its  role  as  a  training  center 
continued  until  the  end  of  World  War  II.  After  the  war,  the  base  was  used 
as  a  processing  center  for  personnel  being  discharged  until  the  installation 
was  deactivated  in  1945.  Upon  deactivation,  control  of  the  land  was 
transferred  to  die  city  of  Blydieville.  From  1 947  to  1 955,  the  site  was  used 
for  manufacturing,  private  housing,  and  an  airport.  The  base  was 
reactivated  as  Biythevilie  AFB  in  1955  cider  the  control  of  the  Tactical  Air 
Command,  and  became  home  to  the  461st  Bombardment  V\^ng,  which  was 
deactivated  in  1 958.  The  base  was  then  transferred  to  the  4229th  Air  Base 
Squadron,  Strategic  Air  Command  (SAC). 

The  97th  Combat  Support  Group  assumed  command  of  Biythevilie  AFB  in 
1 959  and  the  base  became  the  home  of  the  97th  Bombardment  Wing,  in 
1 972,  crews  from  Biythevilie  were  deployed  to  Southeast  Asia  and  flew  the 
final  bombing  missions  over  Vietnam  and  Cambodia,  in  1 990  the  97th 
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Figure  3.2-2 


Bombardment  Wing  was  deployed  to  the  Middle  East  for  bombing  missions 
over  Iraq  as  part  of  Operation  Desert  Storm. 

Blytheville  AFB  was  considered  several  times  for  closure  between  1 975  and 
1985.  In  1988,  the  base  was  renamed  Eaker  AFB  in  honor  of  the  late 
General  Ira  C.  Eaker.  It  came  under  the  control  of  the  Air  Combat 
Command  in  June  1 992,  with  the  disestablishment  of  SAC. 

3.2.1  Community  Setting 

The  area  surrounding  Eaker  AFB  is  mostly  agricultural;  the  community  of 
Blytheville  is  2  miles  to  the  south  and  east  of  the  base,  and  the  community 
of  Gosnell  is  on  the  west  boundary  of  the  base.  A  five-county  area 
(Craighead,  Greene,  and  Mississippi  counties,  Arkansas:  and  Dunklin  and 
Pemiscot  counties,  Missouri)  is  considered  the  ROI  for  purposes  of 
describing  and  analyzing  employment  and  population  effects.  The  broader 
five-county  ROI  is  meant  to  capture  fully  the  region's  economic  inter¬ 
dependence,  while  at  the  same  time  attempting  to  measure  the  widest  area 
possible  for  reuse  effects.  However,  this  should  not  be  misinterpreted  as 
meaning  that  reuse  effects  are  expected  to  occur  proportionally  between  all 
five  counties.  Rather,  the  substantial  number  of  population  and  employment 
effects  from  closure  and  reuse  of  the  base  are  projected  to  occur  in 
Mississippi  County,  primarily  in  the  communities  of  Blytheville  and  Gosnell. 
These  adjacent  communities  are,  therefore,  highlighted  in  the  analysis  (see 
Figure  3,2-1). 

Total  employment  in  the  five-county  region  was  106,600  in  1990  and  was 
projected  to  be  105,400  at  closure.  Overall  employment  in  the  region 
increased  1.3  percent  annually  between  1970  and  1990.  The  national  and 
state  average  growth  rates  were  approximately  2.2  percent  during  the  same 
period.  The  sectors  showing  the  greatest  amount  of  growth  during  the  mid- 
1 980s  were  manufacturing  and  government.  Agricultural  employment 
decreased  during  the  same  period. 

Population  in  the  five-county  region  was  about  213.300  in  1990  and  is 
projected  to  be  approximately  205,500  at  closure.  Populations  in  the 
communities  of  Blytheville  and  Gosnell  were  22,910  and  3,780, 
respectively,  in  1990,  and  are  projected  to  be  18,720  and  2,100  at  closure. 

In  the  case  of  closure,  90  percent  of  the  base-related  out-migration  within 
the  ROI  is  expected  to  originate  from  Mississippi  County.  Both  Blytheville 
and  Gosnell  are  projected  to  combine  for  90  percent  of  Mississippi  County's 
population  out-migration. 

The  number  of  housing  units  in  the  region  increased  during  the  1 980s. 
Approximately  86,800  units  were  available  in  1990.  The  average  annual 
growth  rate  for  housing  in  the  region  was  0.6  percent.  The  homeowner 
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vacancy  rate  in  1990  was  2.4  percent  and  the  renter  vacancy  rate  was 
9.0  percent  in  the  community  of  Blytheviile.  In  the  community  of  Gosnell 
the  corresponding  vacancy  rates  were  1.6  percent  and  7.5  percent, 
respectively  (U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  1991). 

Eaker  AFB  employed  approximately  3,600  personnel  (2,890  military  and 
710  civilian)  in  1990  as  reported  in  the  Economic  Resource  Impact 
Statement  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1990b).  This  represents  3.4  percent  of  the  jobs 
in  the  five-county  ROI.  In  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  1991,  approximately  $76  million 
in  military  and  civilian  payrolls  flowed  directly  from  Eaker  AFB  into  the  local 
region,  with  an  additional  $16  million  in  construction  and  service  contracts. 
By  closure,  employment  will  decrease  to  50  jobs  associated  with  the  OL  at 
Eaker  AFB. 

3.2.2  Land  Use  and  Aesthetics 

This  section  describes  the  land  uses  and  aesthetics  for  the  base  property 
and  the  surrounding  areas  of  Eaker  AFB  at  base  closure.  Projected  land 
uses  at  closure  are  assumed  to  be  similar  to  existing  land  uses  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  base  unless  specific  development  plans  project  a  change.  The  ROI 
includes  the  base  property  and  potentially  affected  adjacent  properties  that 
are  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  cities  of  Blytheviile  and  Gosnell  and  portions 
of  Mississippi  County. 

Eaker  AFO  is  owned  by  the  U.S.  Government  and  lies  within  the  corporate 
limits  of  the  city  of  Blytheviile  except  for  26  acres  in  the  northwest  corner 
of  the  base,  which  are  within  the  jurisdictional  boundaries  of  the  city  of 
Gosnell  (Figure  3.2-3). 

3.2.2.1  Land  Use 

Land  Use  Plans  and  Regulations.  The  general  plan  for  a  jurisdiction 
represents  the  official  position  on  long-range  development  and  resource 
management.  The  position  is  expressed  in  goals,  policies,  plans,  and 
actions  regarding  the  physical,  social,  and  economic  environments,  both 
now  and  in  the  long  term. 

Eaker  AFB  adjoins  the  cities  of  Blytheviile  and  Gosnell.  The  city  of 
Blytheviile  regulates  planning,  zoning,  and  subdivision  control  within  its 
boundary  and  has  extraterritorial  jurisdiction  for  planning  and  subdivision 
review  outside  its  boundary.  The  city  of  Gosnell  does  not  have  any  zoning 
or  subdivision  regulations.  Unincorporated  areas  surrounding  the  base  are 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  Mississippi  County,  which  also  does  not  have 
zoning  or  subdivision  regulations. 

Zoning.  Zoning  provides  for  the  division  of  the  jurisdiction,  in  conformity 
with  the  general  plan,  into  districts  within  which  the  height,  open  space. 
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buildino  covtrao*,  dtntitv.  and  typea  of  tutw  us«  ar«  mi  forth. 

Zoning  ia  daaionaiad  to  achi«v<  various  conummitv  dav^opmant  ooais, 
incfuding  baaa  rtuaa  plana. 

Moat  of  Eakar  AF6  is  within  tha  city  limits  of  Btythavdta.  Tha  Cfty  adfOins 
tha  baaa  in  two  amatt  araaa  north  of  Hiohtand  Avanua  {f»eufa  3.2-31  Tha 
portion  of  Eakar  AFB  incorporatad  in  BlythavM'a  city  timtis  is  not  inckK^ 
on  tha  currant  zoning  map  (Figura  3.2-4).  l^ythavUla  wot^  ba  rasponalbla 
for  zoning  uraat  of  tha  baaa  proparty  if  uanafarrad  to  privaia  ownarshtp. 
\Mth  tha  axcaption  of  two  smaA  commarciai  lonas  in  tha  iwth  portion  of 
tha  city,  aM  land  zonad  by  tha  city  naar  Eakar  AFB  is  zonad  rasidantia4  in 
tha  city,  tha  zoning  is  pradominandy  rasidanuai  with  soma  commarcta)  and 
industrial  zonaa  locatad  in  south-cantrat  Oythavifia  prurvarily  i^ong  SH  1 8 
and  U.S.  61 .  Tha  city  of  Gosnad  and  Mississippi  County  centred  tha 
ramain^  land  surrounding  Eakar  AFB.  naithar  of  thasa  jurisdictions  Has  any 
zoning  ordinancas. 

On-Sasa  Land  Usa.  Land  usa  tdantihas  tha  prasant  land  utiUzstion  by 
varioua  ganaral  catagorias.  Existing  ipraciosura)  land  usas  on  bass  proparty 
ara  dascribad  in  this  saction.  Tha  baaa  proparty,  which  comprisas  3,286 
acras,  inciudas  tha  following  ganaral  land  uses: 


Land  Usa 

Acreage 

Airfield 

722 

Aviation  Support 

57 

Industrial 

285 

Institutional  (medical) 

21 

Commercial 

82 

Residential 

264 

PuWic/recreational 

204 

Agriculture 

1,383 

Vacant  land 

268 

Total 

3,288 

Tha  existing  land  usas  for  Eakar  AFB  and  vicinity  ara  shown  in  Figure  3.2-5. 
Tha  following  text  briahy  describes  on-base  land  use  catagorias. 

Tha  sirfiald  land  usa  at  Eakar  AFB  contains  facilities  to  support  an  active 
military  hying  inatallation  with  an  operational  airfield.  Tha  airfield  consiata 
of  one  Runway  (18/36)  which  is  11,600  feat  long  and  300  feat  wide.  Tfm 
southern  end  of  the  runway  is  in  poor  condition.  The  airfield  also  includes 
aircraft  parking  ramps,  taxiwaya,  and  the  alert  pad.  Navigational  aids  on 
Runway  18/36  include  tactical  air  navigation  (TACAN),  VOR,  and  approach 
surveillance  redar  (ASR).  Although  the  airfield  equipment  is  generally  well 
maintained  and  in  good  condition,  most  of  the  equipment  does  not  meet 
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FAA  standards.  A  ranovatad  aircraft  contrt^  towar  and  naw  fira  dat>arvnam 
fadiitv  ara  cantraHy  tocatad  adjacant  to  dia  ffHjhdtrM. 

Tha  aviation  suiiport  araas  contain  facUitias  for  aircraft  ground  ^uipment 
and  iat  «H)*na  maintanarKa.  Tha  fK;ilit»as  tnciutfo  aquipmant  rapair  shops, 
smaU  tiangar,  warshousas,  and  administrativa  officas.  Avtahon  support 
araas  ganaraUy  iocatad  adiacant  to  tha  aircraft  parkmg  araas. 

Tha  industriai  araa  is  found  throughout  tha  basa.  Fscitihas  usad  for  aviation 
maintananca  and  warahousing  ara  ganaratty  m  good  condition  widi  a  mixtiM-s 
of  rmw  and  oid  buildings.  Tha  murtitions  storaga  araa  is  cmut^  Iocatad  in 
tha  aastam  half  of  tha  basa  and  contams  two  warahousa  buildirtgs  that 
wars  coftstructad  in  1 985.  Thasa  buHdings  ara  of  imtal  skin  constnKrbon 
with  rainforcad  cortcrata  watts.  Tha  araa  idso  has  20  additional  concrata 
structuras  usad  for  munitions  storaga. 

Tha  madical  araa,  in  tha  southwast  quadrant  of  tha  basa,  irKludas  tha  basa 
hospital  artd  an  associatad  portabia  structura.  Tha  facility  providas  a  full 
range  of  madicai  and  (tentai  sarvicas. 

Approximataiy  60  percent  of  tha  office  space  in  the  comnwrctal  araa  is 
located  within  a  two-btocfc  araa.  Tha  offtca  facilities  on  basa  ara  ganaratty 
in  good  condition.  An  additional  commercial  ares  supports  both  tha  retail 
arKi  service  needs  of  base  parsonrtel.  Facilities  mdude  the  basa  exchange, 
commissary,  bowling  alley,  bank,  beverage  store,  autom<:M>ile  servica 
station,  post  office,  child  care  earner,  movie  theater,  artd  temporary  lodging 
facilities. 

The  rasiderttiai  araas  at  Eakw  AFB  mcluda  singie*family,  duplex,  and 
multi'famlly  housing  units  and  dormitorias.  The  Eaker  AFB  family  housing 
area  is  approximately  30  years  old  and  consists  of  928  units  located  on  d>a 
western  side  of  the  basa.  The  housing  cortsists  of  100  multi-family  units, 
820  duplex  urtits  artd  8  single-family  homes.  Tha  multi-family  units  era 
fourplexas,  constructed  in  1 976  in  the  northwest  comer  of  the  basa.  Tha 
duplexes  and  sirtgie-familY  residences,  constructed  in  1958  srtd  1961,  have 
been  well  maintained  artd  are  generally  in  good  condition;  however,  several 
of  the  duplexes  have  settled  as  a  result  of  unstable  soil  conditions. 
Approximately  30  percent  of  the  duplex  units  were  renovated  in  1 990  and 
1991 .  Open  space  areas  with  playgrounds  are  located  in  3  acres  of  the 
housing  complex.  Tha  housing  area  is  landscaped  with  grass  yards  and 
large  shade  oees. 

Other  residential  areas  at  Eaker  AFB  include  alert  crew  facilities,  visitors' 
quarters,  and  enlisted  personnel  dormitories.  The  alert  crew  facilities  are 
corttained  in  three  buildings,  one  in  the  northeast  area  of  the  main  base 
development  and  two  near  the  alert  pad.  Visitors'  quarters  include  three 
3,400-square-foot  residences  north  of  Memorial  Drive  in  the  residential  area. 
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TtM  <lormitonM.  two  ctKUtructBd  in  1984  «nd  two  in  1987,  are  k>ait«d  ki 
tfM  w«tt-c«>tr«l  portion  of  tho  base,  near  the  gymnasium.  They  are  w«M 
makitained  with  graenbeit  areas  and  ample  parfcmg. 

Public/recreational  facilities  mciude  a  9-hoie  golf  course  adiacent  to  ^ 
southeastern  base  boimdary.  The  course  inckKfes  a  ciubhouse/pro  shop  and 
<hiving  range,  indoor  recreationai  facilities  include  a  g^minasMjm  and  a  youth 
cmter.  The  gymnasium  was  recendy  expanded  and  contains  five 
racquetbaii  courts  and  two  basketball  couru.  Baseball  fieids,  tennis  coMts, 
and  an  exercise  course  are  located  southwest  of  the  base  gymnasium.  An 
outdoor  swimming  pool  is  located  near  the  dormitories.  An  additionai 
swimming  pool  is  located  at  the  Offtc^s'  Club.  Additionai  pubbc/ 
recreational  facilities  include  a  recreational  center  and  an  automobile/hobby 
shop. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCSI  has 
determined  that  ail  arable  land  on  Eaker  AF6  is  (mme  farmland.  Between 
1945  and  1954,  the  open  land  on  base  was  leased  for  agriculturai  purposes. 
With  the  reactivation  of  the  airfield  in  1954,  the  lease  was  terminated. 
Beginning  in  1970,  the  open  larKf  was  again  teased  for  agrlctriturai  purposes. 
The  primary  crops  grown  on  base  are  alfalfa,  cotton,  soybeans,  and  wheat. 
Approximately  1,383  acres  of  base  property  are  currently  farmed. 
Restrictions  have  been  placed  on  the  types  of  agricultural  activities  allowed 
in  areas  of  known  archaeological  sites  (see  Sections  3.4.6. 1  and  4.4.6. 1). 

Adjacent  Land  Use.  The  predominant  existing  land  use  surrounding  Eaker 
AFB  is  agricultural,  with  some  residential  parcels  (Rgure  3.2-6).  Agricultural 
crops  irKlude  cotton,  goybewM,  and  winter  wheat.  Reskfentiai  land  uses 
surround  the  base. 

To  the  nortfi  and  northeast  the  residences  are  generally  located  along 
SH  150  and  U.S.  61  in  an  unincorporated  area  of  Mississippi  County.  To 
the  east  and  southeast  of  the  base  within  the  city  limits  are  residential  laiKl 
uses  and  the  BiythevUle  Country  Club  adjacent  to  the  base  boundary.  To 
the  south  arKf  southwest  of  the  base  die  land  use  is  predominantly 
agricultural  except  for  the  contiguous  development  west  of  the  base,  within 
the  city  of  Gosnell.  This  development  is  residential  interspersed  with 
agricultural  areas.  The  land  use  along  ^151  and  SH  181  immediately 
west  of  the  base  is  a  mixture  of  residential  and  commercial  uses.  The 
Gosnell  public  school  facilities  are  near  the  base  Main  Gate.  Northwest  of 
the  base  the  land  uses  are  primarily  agricultural;  residential  uses  are 
generally  concentrated  along  SH  181  and  die  county  roads  and  are  mostly 
within  the  city  of  Gosnell. 

Local  land  use  is  not  anticipated  to  change  rapidly  in  the  future.  Residential 
uses  will  continue  to  exist  primarily  within  the  city  limits  of  Blytheville  and 
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Gosneit.  Agricultural  uses  should  continue  to  dominate  the  unirKorporated 
areas  surrounding  the  cities  of  Blytheviite  and  Gosnell. 


The  Air  Force  outgrants  a  number  of  leases,  easements,  and  licenses  to 
other  agencies  for  use  of  base  property.  These  irKlude  roadways,  utilities, 
services  (e.g.,  bank,  credit  union),  and  work  space  in  base  facilities.  The 
terms  of  these  outgrants  range  from  5  to  99  years  (Table  3.2-11. 


Table  3.2-1.  Inventory  of  Easement  Agreements.  Licanses.  Permits,  and  Lsmss  in  Effect 

at  Basa  Qosure 


Document  Number 

Expiration  Date 

Description/Location 

Responsible  Party 

DACA  63-2720365 

06/30/1996 

Bldg.  517  and  parking 
lot 

First  National  Bank 

OACA  63-1-83506 

09/10.2007 

Telephone  exchange 
facility 

Southwestern  Belt 

DACA  03-2-83510 

09/10/2007 

Water  and  sewer  lines 

Southwestern  Bell 

DACA  03-2-82516 

09/10/2007 

UG  telephone  cable 

Sou*hwestern  Bell 

DACA  03-2-77501 

11/15/2075 

SH  151  right-of-way 

Arkansas  Highway 
Commission 

DACA  03-1700066 

06/30/1994 

Telephone  lines  and 
utility  poles 

Southwestern  Beil 

OACA  03-1-90504 

12/31/1994 

Agricultural  use 

Private  individual 

DACA  03-1-85504 

08/31/1994 

Microwave  tower 

ATiT  Communications 

DACA  03050ENG3860 

04/05/1 996 

POL  pipeline 

Blytheviile  River  Rail 

UG  «<  Undtrground. 

POL  «  PstroiMm,  oilt,  and  lubricanta. 


Air  Force  Policies  Affecting  Adjacent  Land  Uses.  The  Air  Force  has 
developed  the  Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone  (AICUZ)  program  to 
minimize  development  that  is  incompatible  with  aviation  operations  in  areas 
on  and  adjacent  to  military  airfields.  The  AICUZ  land  use  recommendations 
are  based  on  (1)  land  uses  compatible  with  exposure  to  aircraft  noise  and 
(2)  safety  considerations.  Recommended  compatible  land  uses  are  derived 
from  data  on  noise  contours  (noise  zones)  and  safety  zones  (Accident 
Potential  Zones  [APZs]).  Noise  Zones  and  APZs  are  delineated  specifically 
for  each  base,  using  operational  information  derived  from  the  base  mission. 
Municipalities  with  jurisdiction  over  adjacent  lands  may  zone  this  land  in 
Saccordance  with  AICUZ  recommendations,  but  they  are  not  required  to  do 
so.  The  most  recent  AICUZ  report  for  Eaker  AFB  was  issued  in  1976. 
Blytheville's  zoning  ordinance  does  not  address  the  AICUZ.  Most  of  the 
AICUZ  noise  contours  and  all  of  APZ  I  and  APZ  11  are  located  outside  the 
Blytheviile  city  limits. 
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AlCUZ  noiM  contours  art  based  on  standard  noise  ratings  that  are 
calculated  from  types  of  aircraft,  number  of  aircraft  daily  operations,  time  of 
day  flown,  aircraft  flight  patterns,  power,  settings,  air  speeds,  altitudes,  and 
climatic  conditions  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1976).  A  day-night  weighted  average 
sound  level  (ONL)  is  used  to  describe  the  noise  environment.  Noise 
contours  for  preclosure  cortditions  at  Eaker  AFB  are  presented  and  disc>2ssed 
in  Section  3.4.4.  A  total  of  40,200  acres  were  exposed  to  aircraft  noise 
levels  of  DNL  65  decibels  (dB)  and  above  prior  to  closure.  Vl^diin  these 
areas  are  residential,  commercial,  and  institutional  land  uses. 

The  AlCUZ  delineates  areas  at  both  ends  of  the  runway  where  the 
probability  of  aircraft  accidents  is  highest,  based  on  the  locations  of  past 
aircraft  accidents.  The  risk  of  accidents  is  so  high  in  the  area  at  either  end 
of  the  runway  (known  as  the  Clear  Zone  (CZl)  that  the  Air  Force  has  a 
program  to  acquire  easements  to  preclude  most  land  uses.  Certain  land  use 
restrictions  are  recommended  in  lower  risk  areas,  identified  as  APZ  I  and 
APZ  H. 

At  Eaker  AFB,  there  are  agricultural  land  uses  within  the  CZ.  industrial, 
agricultural,  recreation,  and  vacant  land  uses  are  compatible  with  APZ  I,  but 
reaiderttiai  and  other  high  population  density  land  uses  are  discouraged. 

Only  agricultural  land  uses  are  present  at  Eaker  AFB  within  APZ  I.  Low 
intensity  residential  and  nonresidential  uses  (maximum  of  20  percent 
building  coverage  per  acre)  are  compatible  with  APZ  It,  in  addition  to  those 
uses  listed  for  APZ  I.  At  Eaker  AFB,  there  are  approximately  ten  agricultural 
related  single-family  residential  units  within  APZ  ti. 

The  AlCUZ  program  applies  only  to  military  airfields.  Similar  criteria  are 
established  b^  the  FAA  for  civilian  airports.  After  the  closure  of  Eaker  AFB, 
FA  A  crrteiia  will  apply  if  airport  activities  are  continued. 

Closure  Baseline.  Under  baseline  conditions,  Ltker  AFB  would  be  closed 
and  airfield  operations  would  be  terminated,  removing  all  land  use  conflicts 
sr>d  constraints  associated  with  the  AlCUZ. 

3.2.2.2  Aesthetics.  Visual  resources  include  natural  and  man-made 
features  that  give  a  particular  environment  its  aesthetic  qualities.  Criteria 
used  in  the  analysis  of  these  resources  include  visual  sensitivity,  which  is 
the  degree  of  public  interest  in  a  visual  resource  and  concern  over  adverse 
changes  in  its  quality.  Visual  sensitivity  is  categorized  in  terms  of  high, 
medium,  or  low  levels. 

High  visual  sensitivity  exists  in  areas  where  views  are  rare,  unique,  or  in 
other  ways  special,  such  as  in  remote  or  pristine  environments.  High- 
sensitivity  views  include  landscapes  that  have  landforms,  vegetative 
patterns,  water  bodies,  or  rock  formations  of  unusual  or  outstanding  quality. 
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Ar«ai  of  modium  visual  sensitivity  are  more  developed  than  those  of  high 
sensitivity.  Human  influence  is  more  apparent  in  these  areas  and  the 
presence  of  motorized  vehicies  and  other  evidence  of  modern  civilization  are 
commonplace.  These  landscapes  generally  have  features  containing 
varieties  in  form,  line,  color,  and  texture,  but  tend  to  be  more  common  dtan 
high  visual  sensitivity  areas. 

Low  visual  sensitivity  areas  tend  to  have  minimal  landscape  features,  with 
tittle  change  in  form,  tine,  color,  and  texture. 

Only  the  sou^  and  west  sides  of  Eaker  AFB  are  readily  visible  from  off  base 
as  viewed  from  SH  151  and  181 .  Although  the  north  end  of  the  runway  is 
visible  from  SH  1 50,  the  built-up  portions  of  the  base  are  not  easily  visible. 
The  east  side  of  the  base  is  not  readily  visible  from  U.S.  61 ,  which  is 
approximately  1 12  mile  from  the  base  boundary  at  its  closest  point. 

The  land  forms  at  Eaker  AFB  are  flat,  typical  of  the  northern  part  of  the  Gulf 
Coastal  Plains  section  of  the  Coastal  Plains  Physiographic  Province.  The 
vicinity  around  the  base  is  also  flat  with  little  topographic  relief  and  low 
visual  sensitivity. 

The  areas  of  medium  visual  sensitivity  include  the  residential  developments, 
located  along  the  west  side  of  the  base  in  the  city  of  Gosneli  and  to  the  east 
in  the  city  of  Blytheville,  and  the  Pemiscot  Bayou,  on  the  eastern  and 
southeastern  boundaries  of  Eaker  AFB,  which  contains  several  species  of 
mature  trees. 

Most  of  the  buildings  on  Eaker  AFB  are  one-  and  two-story,  constructed 
from  a  variety  of  materials  including  corrugated  metal,  brick,  shingles,  metal 
and  wood  siding,  and  stutco.  Taller  structures  include  one  S-story  building, 
one  control  tower,  and  one  parachute  tower.  Architectural  style  on  base 
can  be  categorized  by  specific  areas  and  functions.  The  dominant 
architectural  feature  throughout  the  housing  area  is  brick  and  hardboard 
siding,  in  the  industrial  area,  metal  siding  and  roofing  provide  an 
architectural  statement  that  emphasizes  the  facilities'  uses  as  well  as 
providing  low  maintenance  through  weather-durable  materials.  The 
administrative  and  recreational  facilities  utilize  stucco  exteriors  that  provide 
visual  consistency.  The  architecture  at  Eaker  AFB  is  of  low  to  medium 
visual  sensitivity. 

Eaker  AFB  landscaping  consists  mainly  of  trees  along  the  streets;  secondary 
emphasis  has  been  placed  on  vegetation  screens  and  randomly  placed  shade 
trees  in  open  areas.  Landscaping  for  the  housing  areas  is  most  pronounced 
because  of  current  and  ongoing  street  tree  plantings,  screen/buffer 
plantings,  and  mulch  beds  that  combine  trees  and  shrubs.  The  predominant 
street  tree  species  on  base  include  willow,  oak,  red  oak,  pin  oak,  and  honey 
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locust.  The  landscape  plantinos  along  the  west  side  of  the  base  are  of  low 
to  medium  visual  sensitivity. 

No  areas  at  or  surrounding  Eaker  AFB  exhibit  high  visual  sensitivity. 

3.2.3  Transportation 

Transportation  addresses  roadways,  airspace  and  air  transportation,  arnf 
other  modes  of  transportation.  The  ROt  for  the  transportation  analysis 
includes  the  existing  principal  road,  air,  rail,  and  waterway  networks  in  the 
local  communities  of  Blytheviile  and  Gosneli  with  emphasis  on  the  immediate 
area  surrounding  Eaker  AFB.  Vi/ithin  this  geographic  area,  the  analysis 
focuses  on  the  segments  of  the  transportation  networks  that  serve  as  direct 
or  key  indirect  linkages  to  the  base  and  those  diat  are  commonly  used  by 
Eaker  AFB  personnel. 

3. 2.3.1  Roadways.  The  evaluation  of  the  existing  roadway  conditions 
focuses  on  capacity,  which  reflects  the  ability  of  the  network  to  serve  the 
traffic  demand  and  volume.  The  capacity  of  a  roadway  depends  mainly  on 
the  street  width,  number  of  lanes,  intersection  control,  and  other  physical 
factors.  Traffic  volumes  typically  are  reported,  depending  on  the  project 
and  data  base  available,  as  the  daily  number  of  vehicular  movements  in  both 
directions  on  a  segment  of  roadway  averaged  over  a  full  calendar  year 
(average  annual  daily  traffic  (AAOTl)  or  the  number  of  vehicular  movements 
on  a  road  segment  during  the  average  peak  hour.  The  average  peak-hour 
volume  on  urban  arterials  typically  is  about  1 0  percent  of  the  AAOT  and  for 
rural  highways  may  be  as  high  as  25  percent  (Transportation  Research 
Board,  1985).  These  values  are  useful  indicators  in  determining  the  extent 
to  which  the  roadway  segment  is  used  and  in  assessing  the  potential  for 
congestion  and  other  problems. 

The  performance  of  a  roadway  segment  is  generally  expressed  in  terms  of 
level  of  service  (LOS).  The  LOS  scale  ranges  from  A  to  F  with  each  level 
defined  by  a  range  of  voiume-to-capacity  ratios.  LOS  A,  B,  and  C  are 
considered  good  operating  conditions  where  minor  or  tolerable  delays  are 
experienced  by  motorists.  LOS  D  and  E  represent  below  average  conditions. 
LOS  F  represents  a  situation  of  unstable  stop-and-go  traffic.  Table  3.2-2 
presents  the  LOS  designations  and  their  associated  voiume-to-capacity 
ratios.  These  levels  are  based  primarily  on  the  Highway  Capacity  Manual 
(Transportation  Research  Board,  1985). 

Existing  roads  and  highways  within  the  ROI  are  described  at  dtree  levels: 

(1)  regional,  representing  the  major  links  within  Mississippi  County:  (2)  local, 
representing  key  community  roads;  and  (3)  on-base  roads. 

Regiortal.  The  region  surrounding  Eaker  AFB  is  served  by  a  network  of 
freeways  (interstate)  and  multi-  and  two-lane  highways  (Figure  3.2-7). 
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T«bl«  3. 2  2.  Road  Traniponauon  Lavirft  of  $*rvic« 


iVolufm: Capacity* 


LOS 

Description 

Fraeoav 

Multi  lane 
Aneiiai 

2 'lane 
Highvvay 

A 

Free  flow  with  users  unaffected  by  presence  of 
other  users  of  roadway 

0  0  35 

0  0  36 

iO 

O 

O 

B 

Stable  flow,  but  presence  of  the  users  m  traffic 
stream  becomes  noticeable 

0  36  0  54 

0  36  0  54 

0  16  0  27 

C 

Stable  flow,  but  operation  of  single  users  becomes 
affected  by  interactions  with  others  m  traffic 
stream 

0  55  0  77 

0  55  0  71 

0  28  0  43 

D 

High  density,  but  stable  flow;  speed  and  freedom 
of  movrment  are  severely  restricted,  poor  leviM  of 
comf  ji  t  and  convenieoce 

0  78  0  93 

0  72  0  80 

0  44-0  64 

E 

Unstable  flow,  operating  conditions  at  capacity 
with  reduced  speeds,  maneuvering  difficulty,  and 
extremely  poor  levels  of  comfort  and  convenience 

0  94-1  00 

0  811  00 

0  65  1  00 

F 

Forced  or  breakdown  flow  with  traffic  demand 
exceeding  capacity;  unstable  stop-end-go  traffic 

1  00 

1  00 

1  00 

Soure*;  Tranapoftation  RM«arch  Board.  19BS 


lnt«t State  55.  on  the  east  side  of  Blylhevilte,  provides  regional  access  to 
Memphis,  Tennessee,  60  miles  to  the  south,  ar\d  to  St  louts,  Missouri. 

230  miles  to  the  north  Primary  access  to  interstate  55  from  Blythe vtile  is 
via  SH  150,  SH  18.  and  U.S  61  The  AADT  on  Interstate  55  ranges  from 
10,740  vehicles  north  of  U.S.  61  to  1 1,200  vehicles  north  of  SH  18 

Local.  Figure  3  2-8  identifies  the  gerteral  local  road  network  m  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  taker  AF8  and  projected  to  be  m  place  at  the  time  of 
base  closure.  Access  to  taker  AFB  »s  gamed  through  the  Mam  Gate  (Gate 
1)  or  at  two  other  gates  to  the  south  All  gates  open  onto  SH  151.  which 
connects  Blythe  .  'He  and  Gosnell. 

SH  151  is  a  four-lane,  undivided  roadway  with  speed  limits  varying  from 
50  miles  per  hour  (mph)  between  Blytheville  and  Gosnell  to  35  mph  withm 
the  city  limits  of  Gosnell.  Immediately  north  of  Gate  1,  SH  151  joms 
SH  181  and  turns  west-northwest  toward  Missouri  with  an  AAOT  _f  3,300 
vehicles.  Directly  north  the  four-lane  roadway  ends  and  SH  181  continues 
north  to  Missouri  as  a  two-lane  roadway  with  an  AAOT  of  3,5(X)  vehicles 

From  Gate  1,  SH  151  heads  south  and  intersects  with  SH  18  (Main  Streetl 
The  AADT  on  SM  151  ranges  from  14,000  vehicles  in  Gosnell  to  1 1 .800 
vehicles  near  SH  18. 
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SH  18  i<  the  principal  east-west  corridor  in  Biythevilie  that  connects 
Interstate  55  with  SH  151  and  also  with  Biythevilie  Municipal  Airpon.  from 
Interstate  55  west  through  the  city,  SH  1 8  consists  of  two  or  four  lanes 
with  a  speed  limit  ranging  from  25  to  50  mph.  East  of  Interstate  55,  SH  18 
is  four  lanes  wide  and  services  newly  developed  industrial  facilities.  Other 
key  roads  in  the  ROI  include  the  following; 

•  U.S.  61  (also  known  as  Division  Street),  a  north-south  road, 
extends  from  an  interchange  with  Interstate  55  south  of 
Biythevilie,  north  through  the  city,  and  along  the  eastern  border 
of  the  base  into  Missouri.  The  AADT  ranges  from  3,570 
vehicles  north  of  Ditch  30  to  8,490  vehicles  near  Chickasawba 
Street. 

•  Highland  Avenue,  an  east- west  gravel  road  in  Biythevilie, 
connects  Franklin  Avenue  to  the  Interstate  55  service  road. 
Another  paved  segment  extends  westward  from  Division  Street. 
A  1  -mile  gap  between  the  segments  includes  a  grade  crossing  of 
the  Burlington  Northern  railroad. 

•  SH  1 50,  a  two-lane  east-west  connector  north  of  the  base, 
provides  access  to  Interstate  55. 

Three  gates  provide  access  to  the  base  (Figure  3.2-8).  Gate  1  (Main  Gate), 
through  which  65  to  75  percent  of  the  base  traffic  passes,  is  located  at  the 
signalized  intersection  of  SH  151  and  Memorial  Drive.  Gate  2, 
approximately  1  /2  mile  south  of  Gate  1 ,  is  open  to  inbound  traffic  only 
during  morning  rush  and  lunch  hours.  Gate  3,  located  1-1/2  miles  south  of 
Gate  2,  is  open  for  both  inbound  and  outbound  traffic  from  6  a.m.  to  6  p.m. 

On-Base.  Figure  3.2-9  shows  the  street  network  on  base.  Memorial  Drive 
is  the  major  arterial  roadway  on  Eaker  AFB.  It  is  a  two-lane  divided 
roadway,  approximately  40  feet  wide,  with  on-street  parking.  The  speed 
limit  is  25  mph  and  there  are  no  traffic  control  devices  until  the  stop  sign  at 
Third  Street.  Second  and  Third  streets  and  Perimeter  Road  are  major 
collectors.  Fourth,  Fifth,  and  Eighth  streets;  Cottonwood  Drive;  and 
Louisiana  Avenue  are  minor  collectors.  Each  of  these  collectors  is  a 
two-lane,  two-way  roadway.  There  are  no  signalized  intersections  within 
the  base. 

Preclosure  Reference.  Preclosure  (1991)  peak-hour  traffic  volumes, 
capacities,  and  LOS  on  key  community  roadways  are  shown  in 
Figure  3.2-10.  The  eight  roadway  segments  shown  on  that  figure  and  the 
local  roadways  listed  above  are  identified  for  this  study  as  key  community 
roads  because  they  would  provide  the  most  direct  access  to  the  Eaker  AFB 
area  upon  reuse. 
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Cloture  Battlini.  Upon  closure  of  Eaker  AFB,  traffic  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
base  will  decrease.  Traffic  generated  by  the  base  will  be  limited  to  a  small 
(50-person)  OL  with  the  Main  Cate  being  the  only  access  point. 

Figure  3.2-10  shows  the  projected  closure  (1993)  peak-hour  trips  on  the  key 
community  roads,  including  the  trips  generated  by  the  OL.  On-base  traffic 
would  be  reduced  to  the  movement  of  the  OL  which,  when  compared  to 
preclosure  conditions,  will  be  minimal. 

3. 2.3. 2  Airtpsce/Air  Traffic.  Airspace  is  a  finite  resource  that  can  be 
defined  vertically  and  horizontally,  as  well  as  temporally,  when  describing  its 
use  for  aviation  purposes.  As  such,  it  must  be  managed  and  utilized  in  a 
manner  that  best  serves  the  competing  needs  of  commercial,  general,  and 
military  aviation  interests.  The  FAA  is  responsible  for  the  overall 
management  of  airspace  and  has  established  different  airspace  designations 
to  protect  aircraft  while  operating  to  or  from  an  airpon,  transiting  between 
airports,  or  operating  within  'special  use*  areas  identified  for  defense-related 
purposes.  Rules  of  flight  and  ATC  procedures  have  been  established  which 
govern  how  aircraft  must  operate  within  each  type  of  designated  airspace. 
All  aircraft  operate  under  either  instrument  flight  rules  OFR)  or  visual  flight 
rules  (VFR). 

The  type  and  dimension  of  individual  airspace  areas  established  within  a 
given  region  and  their  spatial  and  procedural  relationships  to  one  another  are 
contingent  upon  the  different  aviation  activities  conducted  in  that  region. 
When  any  significant  change  is  planned  for  a  region,  such  as  airport 
expansion,  a  new  military  flight  mission,  etc.,  the  FAA  wilt  reassess  the 
airspace  configuration  to  determine  if  such  changes  would  adversely  affect 
(1)  ATC  systems  and/or  facilities,  (2)  movement  of  other  air  traffic  in  the 
area,  or  (3)  airspace  already  designated  and  used  for  other  purposes  (i.e.. 
Military  Operations  Areas  (MOAs]  or  restricted  areas). 

The  ROI  selected  for  this  airspace  analysis  is  an  area  within  a  40-nauticai 
mile  radius  of  Eaker  AFB  from  the  surface  up  to  14,500  MSL.  The  ROI 
encompasses  the  different  airspace  areas  that  were  associated  with 
preclosure  operations  at  Eaker  AFB  as  well  as  a  portion  of  the  Fagus  MOA. 
Airspace  within  and  immediately  surrounding  this  ROI  is  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Memphis  Air  Route  Traffic  Control  Center  lARTCC),  which 
is  operated  by  the  FAA.  In  the  vicinity  of  Eaker  AFB,  Eaker  Radar  Approach 
Control  (RAPCON)  has  been  delegated  the  responsibility  of  providing 
approach  and  departure  control  to  all  IFR  aircraft.  Aircraft  operations  within 
this  ROI  do  not  normally  conflict  with  air  traffic  flows  at  other  airfields  due 
to  the  manner  in  which  ATC  airspace  and  procedures  have  been  segregated 
for  the  surrounding  airports.  Airspace  above  14,500  feet  MSL  is  controlled 
by  Memphis  ARTCC  and  is  not  affected  by  operations  within  the  ROI  that 
are  attributable  to  Eaker  AFB. 
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Prtdosurc  Rtftrcncc.  An  understanding  of  the  ROI  for  the  airspace/air 
traffic  environment  and  its  use  under  the  prectosure  reference  is  necessary 
to  help  determine  its  capability  and  capacity  to  assimilate  future  aviation 
activitlea  into  the  National  Airspace  System.  The  same  constraints  and 
conaidtrationa  such  as  terrain,  runway  alignments,  and  other  air  traffic 
flows  would  apply  under  alternate  aviation  uses  of  Eaker  AFB. 

Airspace  daaignatad  for  ATC  purposes  around  Eaker  AFB  coruista  of 
tranaitionai  araas,  ctmtrol  xonea,  control  areas,  and  airport  traffic  areas. 
Figure  3.2*1 1  depicts  each  of  the  designated  ATC  airspace  areas  in  the 
Eaker  ROI. 

The  Eaker  AFB  RAPCON  controls  airspace  that  is  delegated  to  the  base  by 
Memphis  ARTCC.  Eaker  AFB  provides  ATC  services  to  arriving  and 
departing  aircraft,  as  well  aa  aircraft  practicing  approaches,  for  Eaker  AFB 
and  the  surrounding  airports. 

The  traffic  patterns,  instrument  approaches,  and  departure  procedures  used 
at  Eaker  AFB  under  preciosure  conditions  represent  the  airspace 
requirements  for  IFR  aircraft  operating  at  the  base  and  transitioning  between 
the  base  and  the  en  route  airspace  system.  Approximately  14,500  aircraft 
operations  were  conducted  at  Eaker  AFB  in  1 990.  These  operations  were 
conducted  by  both  transient  aircraft  and  aircraft  based  at  Eaker  AFB 
(Table  3.2-3). 


Table  3.2*3.  Eaker  AFB  Aircraft  Operations,  1990 


Assignment 

Aircraft  Operations* 

Type 

Day 

Night 

Total 

Aircraft  based  at  Eaker  AFB 

B-52G 

1,800 

600 

2.400 

KC-135A 

1,601 

319 

1,920 

T-37B 

2,640 

220 

2,860 

Primary  transients 

C-130 

3,500 

0 

3,500 

CV-64 

600 

0 

600 

T-38 

550 

0 

550 

Other  transients 

Misc. 

2,650 

0 

2,650 

Totals 

13,341 

1,139 

14,480 

*  An  aircraft  operation  la  one  takeoff  or  or>a  landing. 


The  orderly  flow  of  the  base  IFR  aircraft  is  predicated  on  the  use  of  these 
instrument  procedures  and  traffic  patterns  or  other  directions  from  ATC  to 
maintain  proper  sequencing  and  separation.  Primary  IFR  arrival  and 
departure  flight  paths  are  shown  on  Figures  3.2-12  and  3.2*13, 
respectively. 


3*26 


E»k»r  AFB  Disposal  and  fteuse  FEIS 


1  '<r8,o« 

\  rO 

Gictoofl  M*mofiaJ  Pwnn*'' 


8(oa(iw«ef 


o 

Goocft  AMtioot 

Region  of  bi<lu«nc« 


CamlhvrtviHe 

Memorial 


/  / 
^  I  i^Jonesboro 

Noian 

\  Pariter  J 


i 


Osceola 

'C  Harwell 


Lowrance  A 


Marked  Tree  i 


Plyirig  Ranch 


Covington  m  i 

^  1  / 

0  Thurmond  Glenn 


TurreWjjJ^^^WAS  Memphis  ^^^4^arre< 


EXPLANATION 


Pubiic  Use  Airport 
Restricted/Private  Use  Airport 


Control  Zone 


ru — I 


Transition  Area  (Controlled  Airspace) 

Federai  Victor  Airways 

Terminal  Control  Area 
(Memphis  International) 


-  —  —  -  Military  T raining  Route 


Airspace  Region 
of  influence 


0  7.5  15 


30  Nautical  Miles 


HP 


ROI  is  40-nautical  mile  (46-staiute  mile) 
radius  from  Eaker  AF8 


Figure  3.2-11 


Baker  AFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FEIS 


3-27 


EXPLANATION 

■■■■■Hi  ArrWino  Flight  Paths 
tor  Eaker  AFB 

Primary  IFR  Arriving 

Aircraft  Flight  Paths 

rij^  A 

0  1.25  2.5  5  Mites  Map  Source;  U  S,  Ait  Force  1976 

Figure  3.2-12 

Baker  A  FB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FEIS 


3-28 


EXPLANATION 

Primary  IFR  Departing 

mmmmm  Departing  Right 

Paths  for  Eaker  AFB 

Aircraft  Flight  Paths 

nn  ® 

0  1.25  2,5  SMSes  Map  Source.  US.  Air  Force  1976 

Figure  3.2-13 
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D«f«nM-refated  airspace  within  the  ROI  includes  a  portion  of  the  Fagus 
MOA,  as  shown  in  Figure  3.2-1 1 .  The  Fagus  MOA  extends  from  10,000  up 
to,  but  not  including,  17,500  MSL  and  is  in  effect  from  8  a  m.  to  5  p.m., 
Monday  through  Friday.  This  MOA  is  located  approximately  70  nautical 
miles  (80.5  statute  miles)  northwest  of  Eaker  AF6  and  is  used  for  training 
operations.  The  two  military  training  routes  (MTRs)  that  are  IFR  routes 
(IRs),  IR  157  and  IR  174,  transit  the  Eaker  ROI. 

There  are  numerous  public  and  private  airports  in  the  Eaker  ROI.  Aircraft 
operations  at  these  airports  occur  primarily  during  VFR  weather  conditions. 
Only  Blytheville  has  an  FAA-approved  NPI  approach.  Aircraft  operating  at 
these  airports  are  generally  unaffected  by  flight  operations  at  Eaker  AFB. 
Aircraft  stay  outside  the  airport  traffic  area,  or  contact  the  Eaker  tower 
when  transitioning  through  that  airspace.  Activity  levels  at  nearby  airports 
for  1991  are  illustrated  in  Table  3.2-4.  The  Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  is 
located  4  miles  east  of  the  city  of  Blytheville  and  6  miles  east  of  Eaker  AFB. 
Tlie  facility  has  one  hard  surface  runway  3,300  feet  in  length.  Runway  and 
taxi  areas  are  lighted,  and  aircraft  servicing  for  small  to  medium  aircraft  is 
available.  The  Blythevilie-Gosneil  area  does  not  have  commercial  air  service; 
therefore,  no  passenger  terminal  exists.  The  airport  currently  handles 
approximately  28,000  operations  annually  and  has  32  based  aircraft. 


Table  3.2<4.  Projected  Annual  Aircraft  Operations  for  CivR  Public-Use 
Airports  in  the  V',cinity  of  Eaker  AFB 


Airport 

Annual  Operations 

1991 

Jonesboro* 

97,750 

Kennett  Memorial 

09,000 

Manila 

4,240 

Homersville 

1,900 

Steele 

2,000 

Osceola 

4,650 

Caruthersville 

4,100 

Blytheville 

28,000 

*  Not  in  ROI;  includod  m  •  point  of  roferonco. 


Ctosure  Baseline.  Upon  termination  of  flight  operations  at  Eaker  AFB,  all 
designated  ATC  airspace  areas  and  published  instrument  procedures  would 
be  canceled  and  the  area  would  revert  back  to  control  by  Memphis  ARTCC. 
The  RAPCON,  control  tower,  and  navigational  aids  could  be  removed  from 
service,  pending  any  reuse  requirements  for  these  facilities.  It  is  not  likely 
diat  the  airspace  would  be  used  by  Memphis  ARTCC  for  new  IFR  transit 
routes.  VFR  aircraft  operating  from  the  surrounding  public  and  private 
airports  could  transit  freely  through  the  airspace  surrounding  the  closed 
airfield  without  any  tower  communication  requirements  or  concerns  with 
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military  aircraft  operations.  Other  military  aircraft  would  continue  to  operate 
on  MTRs  transiting  the  ROI.  Although  Eaker  AFB  aircraft  were  sonie  of  the 
principal  users  of  these  routes,  DOD  requirements  would  fill  any  scheduling 
vacancies  resulting  from  the  base  closure.  Air  traffic  on  the  federal  airways 
transiting  the  ROI  would  no  longer  be  affected  by  military  aircraft  operating 
from  Eaker  AFB. 

The  airspace  and  ATC  system  currently  provided  and  managed  by  Memphis 
ARTCC  would  remain  unchanged.  The  current  MTRs,  air  refueling  tracks, 
and  special  use  airspace  will  continue  to  be  managed  by  Air  Force  major 
commands. 

3. 2.3. 3  Air  Transportation.  Air  transportation  includes  passenger  travel  by 
commercial  airline  and  charter  flights,  business  and  recreational  travel  by 
private  (general)  aviation,  and  priority  package  and  freight  delivery  by 
commercial  and  air  carriers. 

There  are  no  commercial  service  airports  within  Eaker  AFB's  ROI.  Memphis 
International  Airport,  approximately  60  miles  from  Eaker  AFB,  serves  as  a 
hub  for  both  Northwest  Airlines  and  Federal  Express.  Memphis  International 
Airport  recorded  over  3.9  million  passengers  boarded,  and  nearly  330  million 
tons  of  cargo  were  loaded  in  calendar  year  1991.  Public-use  airports  within 
the  ROI  include  Blytheville  (10  miles  from  Eaker  AFB),  Manila  (21  miles),  and 
Osceola  (30  miles)  municipal  airports  in  Arkansas,  and  Kennett  Memorial 
(32  miles)  and  Steele  Municipal  (18  miles)  airports  in  Missouri.  Some 
private-use  facilities  are  located  within  the  ROI;  however,  these  facilities  are 
primarily  airstrips  used  for  agricultural  purposes,  account  for  less  than 
1 00  annual  aircraft  operations,  and  are  typically  not  depicted  on  published 
sectional  charts. 

The  loss  of  passenger  traffic  due  to  closure  will  not  be  measurable. 

3.2.3.4  Other  Transportation  Modes.  Rail  service  is  not  currently  available 
at  Eaker  AFB,  but  an  operational  rail  network  operates  in  the  region.  The 
Burlington  Northern  railroad  provides  freight  service  to  Mississippi  County 
but  no  passenger  service.  The  main  line  traverses  Mississippi  County 
generally  following  U.S.  61  through  the  city  of  Blytheville.  A  branch  line 
extends  eastward  through  Armorei  to  the  Mississippi  River.  The  Burlington 
Northern  also  operates  a  trailer-on-flatcar  ramp  in  Osceola,  1 4  miles  south  of 
Blytheville.  The  Burlington  Northern  recently  abandoned  a  2.5-mile  section 
of  track  that  extended  westward  from  the  main  line. 

Eaker  AFB  is  1 3  miles  west  of  the  Mississippi  River.  Major  river  ports  are 
St.  Louis  to  the  north  and  Memphis  to  the  south.  Within  Mississippi 
County,  there  are  nine  docks,  including  the  dock  operated  by  the  Osceola 
Riverport  Authority.  These  facilities  receive  grain  products,  fertilizer, 
petroleum  products,  crushed  stone,  and  other  miscellaneous  bulk  materials. 
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3.2.4  Ut'iiKi«s 


The  utility  systems  addressed  in  this  analysis  include  the  facilities  and 
infrastructure  used  for; 

•  Potable  water  pumping,  treatment,  storage,  and  distribution 

•  Wastewater  collection  and  treatment 

•  Solid  waste  collection  and  disposal 

•  Energy  generation  and  distribution,  including  the  provision  of 
electricity  and  natural  gas. 

The  ROI  for  utilities  is  made  up  of  the  service  areas  of  each  utility  provider 
servicing  the  base  and  local  community.  The  major  attributes  of  utility 
systems  in  the  ROI  are  processing  and  distribution  capacities,  storage 
capacities,  average  daily  consumption,  peak  demand,  and  related  fac*'>rs 
required  in  making  a  determination  of  adequacy  of  such  systems  to  provide 
services  in  the  future. 

Projected  utility  demands  for  the  various  utility  purveyors  were  developed 
either  from  purveyors'  projections  or  derived  from  the  application  of 
per-capita  consumption  rates  and  estimated  future  So.'.Icc  populations. 

These  projections  were  adjusted  to  reflect  the  decrease  in  demand 
associated  with  the  base  closure  and  are  presented  in  Table  3.2*5.  While  all 
other  utility  use  would  decrease  in  the  1992*1993  time  period,  electrical  use 
would  increase  as  a  result  of  the  opening  of  a  new  steel  mill  within  the 
MCEC  service  area. 


Table  3.2*5.  Estimated  Utility  Demand  in  the  ROi 


1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

(Closure! 

Water  consumption  (MGO) 

5.53 

5.16 

4.64 

3.22 

Wastewater  treatment  (MGD) 

3.85 

3.47 

3.47 

2.80 

Solid  Waste  (tons/day) 

122 

121 

114 

100 

Electrical  consumption 
(MWH/day) 

3,066 

3,079 

3,096 

4,934 

Natural  gas  (thousand 
therm^/day) 

19.84 

19.83 

19.75 

14.36 

3.2.4. 1  Water  Supply.  The  ROI  for  water  supply  and  distribution  consists  of 
three  primary  water  suppliers:  Eaker  AFB,  the  city  of  Blythevilie,  and  the  city 
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of  Gosneil.  These  suppliers  can  provide  a  total  of  8.0  MGD  of  water  to  the 
region.  In  1990  an  average  of  5.53  MGD  of  water  was  consumed. 

Ori'Base.  Eaker  AFB  currently  obtains  its  water  from  two  wells  located  on 
the  southeast  side  of  Louisiana  Avenue  between  Second  and  Third  streets. 
The  wells  were  drilled  to  approximately  1,310  feet  in  1942  and  receive 
water  from  the  Wilcox  formation.  The  well  pump  casings  are  set  at 
800  feet  with  a  combined  capacity  of  1 ,400  gallons  per  minute  at 
10  pounds  per  square  inch  (psi).  A  third  well,  located  at  the  golf  course 
clubhouse,  is  used  to  supply  the  golf  course  with  nonpotabte  water.  It  is 
approximately  200  feet  deep  and  draws  water  from  the  near-surface 
Quaternary  deposits. 

The  base  water  treatment  plant  was  constructed  in  the  early  1 940s  and  has 
had  several  renovations  and  additions,  the  most  recent  in  1979.  Treatment 
consists  of  aeration,  coagulation,  flocculation,  filtering,  and  disinfection, 
with  a  treatment  capacity  of  1.25  MGO. 

The  base  has  700,000  gallons  of  storage.  An  underground  clear  well 
contains  approximately  200.000  gallons  and  two  elevated  tanks  contain 
300,000  gallons  and  200,000  gallons.  The  base  is  linked  to  Gosnell's  water 
system  via  a  4-inch  line  under  SH  181 .  The  line  connects  a  6-inch  line  on 
the  west  side  of  SH  181  with  an  8-inch  line  on  base.  This  connection  was 
installed  for  emergency  purposes  and  has  not  been  used. 

Off-Base.  The  city  of  Blytheville  obtains  its  water  from  four  deep  wells 
located  approximately  2.3  miles  southeast  of  the  base.  The  pumping 
capacity  of  the  wells  is  8  MGO.  The  iron  removal  treatment  system, 
constructed  in  1 970,  has  a  6-MGD  capacity  and  was  designed  to  facilitate 
an  expansion  of  3  MGD.  The  system  has  three  storage  tanks  with  a  total 
capacity  of  1 .6  MGD.  Average  daily  water  demands  for  the  city's  system 
were  4.45  MGD  in  1990  and  4.04  MGD  in  1991 .  The  city  provides  water 
to  Blytheville  Municipal  Airport.  Recently  a  major  water  user  in  the  city  of 
Kytheville  indicated  that  they  will  be  closing  their  facility.  This  closure, 
expected  to  occur  prior  to  base  closure,  will  make  available  0.5  MGO  of 
water  and  reduce  the  short-term  need  for  additional  treatment  and  well 
capacity.  The  estimated  water  consumption  for  1993  (Table  3.2-5)  reflects 
the  loss  of  this  demand.  The  city  has  discussed  possible  facility  additions  to 
improve  system  pressure. 

Potable  water  in  the  city  of  Gosneil  is  provided  by  the  Gosneil  Water 
Association.  The  association  obtains  water  from  two  wells  that  are  drilled 
to  1,100  feet.  The  combined  maximum  pumping  rate  is  estimated  to  be 
0.72  MGD.  A  100,000-gallon  elevated  tank  and  a  430,000-gallon 
standpipe  provide  the  association  with  storage.  In  1990,  the  association's 
average  daily  water  use  was  0.37  MGD.  In  1991  the  average  daily  water 
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UM  WM  appro ximat»)y  0.43  MGO.  Tha  association  ts  considering  a  numtxsr 

of  tmprovamants  to  the  axistinp  sysienn 

Pracioaure  Rafaranca.  Avaraga  daity  watar  consumption  in  the  RO)  is 
praaantad  in  Table  3  2-5  Daily  water  consumption  at  taker  AtB  has 
aviM’agad  0.7  MGO. 

Qoaura  Baaallna.  Water  consumption  at  taker  AFB  wilt  decrease  as  the 
drawdown  of  paraonnal  occurs  from  1991  to  closure  The  resulting  baseline 
demand  within  the  ROi  by  1993  is  estimated  at  3  22  MGD  This  is 
approximately  42  percent  lower  than  the  1990  consumption  level  identified 
in  Table  3.2-5. 

3. 2.4. 2  Waetaweter.  The  ROi  for  wastewater  consists  of  three  primary 
treatment  syatems  serving  taker  AFB,  the  city  of  Blytheville.  and  the  city  of 
Gosneil.  These  systems  can  process  a  total  of  5  8  MGO  of  wastewater.  In 
1990,  an  average  of  3.85  MGD  of  wastewater  was  processed 

On-Eeaa.  taker  AFB  operates  its  own  wastewater  tieatment  plant 
constructed  in  1341  and  modified  several  times,  including  the  addition  of  an 
aerated  equalization  basin  in  1991 .  The  plant  has  the  capacity  to  process 
sewage  at  a  rate  of  1 .69  MGD.  The  plant  consists  of  primary  treatment 
including  a  bar  screen,  an  aerated  grit  chamber,  and  comminuter,  and 
secondary  treatment  contistirtg  of  a  trickling  filter  followed  by  two  rotating 
biological  collectors.  The  plant  also  includes  a  final  clarifier  and  a  chlorine 
contact  basin.  After  treatment,  wastewater  is  discharged  into  Pemiscot 
Bayou  (Ditch  27,  Drainage  District  17). 

The  plant  discharges  to  Pemiscot  Bayou  under  National  Pollutant  Discharge 
Elimirtation  System  (NPDES)  permit  number  AR0020338,  administered  by 
the  Arkansas  Department  of  Pollution  Control  and  Ecology  (ADPCE).  A  new 
permit  application  was  submitted  in  February  1992.  Under  the  existing 
permit  a  Notice  of  Violation  has  been  issued  as  a  result  of  Eaker  AFB 
exceeding  the  biological  oxygen  demand  (BOD)  and  total  suspended  solids 
(TSS)  discharge  levels  from  May  1990  to  December  1991 . 

Wastewater  is  routed  to  the  plant  by  three  lines,  from  the  base  proper,  the 
weapons  storage  area  (WSA)/alert  areas,  and  military  family  housing.  The 
base  proper  is  serviced  by  a  gravity  system  that  has  two  intermediate  lift 
stations  delivering  the  wastewater  to  the  piant’s  pumping  station.  A 
combined  gravity  and  pressure  system  collects  wastewater  from  the  on- 
base  housing  areas.  This  system  has  five  lift  stations  which  deliver  the 
wastewater  to  the  bar  screen  area  rf  the  plant.  Two  of  the  lift  stations 
have  aeration  systems  to  inc'ease  the  dissolved  oxygen  in  the  wastewater. 

A  third  system,  which  provides  service  to  the  WSA/alert  areas,  has  three  lift 
stations,  and  wastewater  is  pumped  to  the  treatment  plant’s  wet  well  and 
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then  to  •  now  equalization  basin.  The  basin  is  used  to  control  the  flow  of 
irtdustrial  wastewater  and  aerate  the  wastewater  before  it  enters  the 
treatment  plant. 

There  are  four  'tmote  treatment  systems  on  base.  Septic  systems  serve  the 
golf  course,  sinall  arms  range,  and  radio  communications  receiver.  A  lagoon 
treats  waste  from  the  explosive  ordnance  area.  A  permit  would  be  required 
from  the  Arkansas  Health  Department  if  a  new  septic  system  is  installed. 

Off-BMe.  The  city  of  Blytheville  processes  its  wastewater  at  three  separate 
treatment  plants.  Each  plant  operates  independently  of  the  others  and  has 
an  NPDES  permit  from  the  ADPCE.  Each  system  consists  of  an  extended 
aeration  basin,  an  integral  clarifier,  and  two  polishing  basins.  The  effluent 
passes  through  an  ultraviolet  disinfection  system  prior  to  discharge. 

Closest  to  Eaker  AFB  is  the  west  plant  with  a  capacity  of  1 .5  MGD. 

Average  daily  flows  equaled  0.86  MGD  in  1 990.  The  north  plant  has  a 
capacity  of  0.8  MGD  and  average  daily  flows  were  0.42  MGD.  The  south 
plant  has  a  capacity  of  1.5  MGD  and  average  daily  flows  were  0.64  MGD. 
Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  operates  its  own  septic  system. 

In  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  NPDES  permit  for  the  west  plant,  the 
city  is  conducting  a  Toxicity  Reduction  Evaluation.  This  evaluation  was 
required  when  various  effluent  test  results  suggested  the  presence  of  toxins, 
influent  analysis  indicates  the  presence  of  copper,  zinc,  and  volatile  to 
semi* volatile  organic  constituents.  Effluent  analysis  detected  low  levels  of 
cyanide.  Sludge  analysis  indicates  detec*^able  levels  of  copper,  zinc, 
cadmium,  chromium,  mercury,  and  silver.  Currently,  this  evaluation  is 
continuing  with  a  review  of  the  city's  Industrial  Pretreatment  Program  and 
further  sampling  and  analysis. 

The  city  of  Gosnell  operates  two  separate  oxidation  lagoon  systems.  The 
larger  system,  located  west  of  Bethany  Street,  has  two  cells  and  covers 
16  acres.  This  system  discharges  to  Ditch  25.  The  second  system,  referred 
to  as  "northgate"  has  two  cells  and  covers  10  acres.  This  system 
discharges  to  Ditch  24.  There  is  no  metering  system  at  either  facility; 
however,  average  daily  flows  range  from  0.18  MGD  in  summer  months  to 
0,31  MGD  in  winter  months.  Both  lagoon  systems  are  operating  under  a 
consent  order  from  ADPCE,  which  requires  the  city  to  upgrade  its  treatment 
levels  to  minimum  standards  by  1 994.  The  city  has  applied  for  a 
$1 .5  million  loan  to  construct  the  necessary  improvements.  Interim  NPDES 
permits  have  been  issued  to  allow  operation  of  the  existing  facilities. 

Preclosure  Reference.  Table  3.2-5  presents  wastewater  generation  in  the 
ROI  for  the  years  1990-1993.  Eaker  AFB  generated  approximately 
0.58  MGD  in  1990  and  0.36  MGD  in  1991.  In  1990  this  amount 
constituted  15  percent  of  the  wastewater  generated  in  the  ROI. 
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Closura  As  the  drawdown  of  personnel  proceeds,  wastewater 

generation  in  die  ROi  will  decrease  to  an  estimated  level  of  2.8  MGD  in 
1993.  This  is  27  percent  lower  than  the  1990  generation  level  identified  in 
Table  3.2-5. 

3.2.4.3  Solid  Waste 

On-Base.  Currently,  solid  waste  is  hauled  off  base  by  a  local  waste  disposal 
firm.  The  wastes  are  either  disposed  at  Mississippi  County's  landfill  in 
Luxora,  Arkansas,  or  taken  to  the  city  of  Blytheville's  incinerator.  Scrap 
metals  (steel,  copper,  stainless  steel)  are  recycled  through  the  Defense 
Reutilization  and  Marketing  Office  (DRMO).  Demolition  wastes  have  been 
disposed  at  on-base  Landfill  4.  Hospital  wastes  are  hauled  off  base  under 
contract  by  a  private  firm  and  are  transported  to  a  disposal  facility  in 
Arkansas. 

Off-Base.  Mississippi  County's  Class  I  landfill  consists  of  1 00  permitted 
acres.  A  Class  I  facility  serves  a  population  over  5,000  and  can  handle 
domestic  and  special  wastes,  such  as  sludges,  ash,  and  asbestos.  Special 
wastes  require  separate  written  approval  by  ADPCE.  The  county  indicates 
that  its  average  daily  flow  varies  from  1 30  to  200  tons  per  day  including 
Blytheville  Municipal  Airport.  Yearly  data  from  ADPCE  indicate  an  average 
daily  flow  of  121  tons  per  day.  Currently,  40  acres  are  available  for  solid 
waste  disposal.  The  county  estimates  the  useful  life  of  that  acreage  at 
10  years.  The  county  owns  an  additional  540  acres  adjacent  to  the  existing 
landfill. 

The  city  of  Blytheville  collects  residential  and  commercial  solid  waste  and 
hauls  it  to  its  incinerator,  which  consists  of  two  35-ton  per  day  units.  In 
1991,  10,417  tons  of  solid  waste  were  processed.  After  sorting  and 
'neration,  1 ,677  tons  of  household  furniture  and  large  appliances  were 
m  to  a  Class  IV  Landfill  west  of  Blytheville,  and  2,078  tons  of  ash  were 
oisposed  at  the  county  landfill.  In  July  1991,  to  further  reduce  the  amount 
of  waste  disposed,  the  city  opened  a  composting  facility  at  a  former  landfill 
site  to  recycle  yard  wastes. 

The  East  Arkansas  Planning  and  Development  Commission  has  contracted  to 
have  a  solid  waste  management  plan  prepared  for  the  1 2  counties  in  the 
commission's  study  area.  The  study  will  make  recommendations  concerning 
the  need  for,  and  the  closure  of,  landfills  in  the  region  and  should  be 
available  in  1993. 

Preclosure  Reference.  Table  3.2-5  presents  solid  waste  generation  in  the 
ROI  for  the  years  1 990-1993.  Eaker  AFB  generated  8.3  tons  per  day  in 
1990.  This  amount  constituted  7  percent  of  the  solid  waste  generated  in 
the  ROI. 
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Closure  Bssslins.  As  tho  drawdown  of  personnel  proceeds,  solid  waste 
generation  in  the  ROi  should  decrease  to  an  estimated  level  of  1 00  tons  per 
day  in  1 993.  This  is  1 8  percent  lower  than  the  1 990  generation  level 
identified  in  Table  3.2-5. 

3. 2.4.4  Energy 

Beetricity.  Arkansas  Power  &  Light,  a  division  of  Entergy  Corporation, 
provides  electricity  to  Eaker  AFB  and  the  cities  of  Blytheville  and  Gosnell,  as 
well  as  other  customers  in  their  allocated  service  area.  The  MCEC,  one  of 
1 7  cooperatives  within  the  Arkansas  Electric  Cooperative  Commission, 
provides  electricity  to  navigational  aids  at  Eaker  AFB  and  to  the  surrounding 
rural  area  of  Mississippi  County. 

On-Base.  Arkansas  Power  &  Light  supplies  electricity  to  the  base  through 
the  main  substation  and  the  incoming  34.5  kilovolt  (kV)  main  line,  which  are 
owned  and  operated  by  Arkansas  Power  &  Light.  The  substation  also 
receives  an  alternate  feed  entering  the  base  from  the  southeast.  The 
substation  consists  of  two  12-meoavoit  ampere  (MVA)  transformers  and 
one  3.5-MVA  transformer.  The  12-MVA  transformers  are  providing  4  kV  to 
the  distribution  systems;  however,  they  have  the  capability  to  provide 
12.46  kV.  The  distribution  system,  owned  and  operated  by  the  Air  Force,  is 
PCB  free,  and  several  of  the  transformers  have  dual  voltage  primaries  in 
anticipation  of  increasing  distribution  voltage  from  4  kV  to  1 2.46  kV.  Ten 
feeders  emanate  from  the  main  substation.  One  feeder,  operating  at 
12.46  kV,  provides  electricity  to  the  city  of  Gosnell.  Another  12.5  kV 
feeder  supplies  electricity  to  the  multi-family  housing  in  the  northwest 
poaion  of  the  base.  The  other  eight  feeder  lines  supply  electricity 
throughout  the  base  via  overhead  and  underground  services. 

The  base  receives  electricity  from  MCEC  for  navigational  aids.  The  primary 
voltage  is  7.2  kV  with  a  120/240  volt  secondary. 

Off-Base.  In  1 990,  Arkansas  Power  &  Light  supplied  approximately 
373,464  MWH  to  their  local  customers  including  44,345  MWH  to  Eaker 
AFB.  Throughout  the  entire  Arkansas  Power  &  Light  system  a  total  of 
15,039,000  MWH  were  consumed  by  598,530  customers  (Moore,  1992). 
Arkansas  Power  &  Light  does  not  anticipate  any  problems  in  providing 
additional  electrical  power  to  meet  an  increase  in  consumption. 

MCEC  had  3,467  customers  in  1 990,  including  the  Nucor  steel  mill  and  the 
Blytheville  Municipal  Airport.  Annual  consumption  was  701 ,403  MWH  in 
1990.  In  FY  1990,  MCEC  supplied  Eaker  AFB  with  43.5  MWH.  By  1993, 
MCEC  anticipates  that  its  sales  will  approximately  double  since  it  will 
provide  service  to  the  new  sheet  steel  mill  in  Hickman,  Arkansas. 
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Prtcloturc  Reference.  Table  3.2-5  presents  electrical  consumption  in  the 
ROI  for  the  years  1990-1993.  Eaker  AFB  consumed  approximately 
122  MWH  per  day  in  1990  and  127  MWH  per  day  in  1991 .  This  amount 
constituted  4  percent  of  the  electricity  consumed  in  the  ROI  in  1 990. 

Closure  Baseline.  Electrical  consumption  in  the  ROI  will  actually  increase  as 
the  drawdown  of  personnel  occurs  at  Eaker  AFB,  as  a  result  of  the  new 
steel  mill  that  is  estimated  to  require  700  MWH  per  day.  Total  demand  for 
electricity  in  the  ROI  is  identified  in  Table  3.2-5. 

Natural  Gas.  Service  to  Eaker  AFB  and  portions  of  Mississippi  County  is 
provided  by  Associated  Natural  Gas,  a  division  of  Arkansas  Western  Gas 
Company.  Arkansas  Western  Gas  Company  is  a  wholly  owned  subsidiary  of 
Southwestern  Energy  Company. 

On-Base.  Associated  Natural  Gas  delivers  gas  to  Eaker  AFB  via  a  4-inch  line 
at  350  psi  entering  near  Gate  2.  The  gas  pressure  is  reduced  at  two 
pressure  regulators/fiow  meter  stations  to  100  psi.  The  natural  gas 
distribution  system  delivers  gas  to  almost  every  building  on  base. 
Approximately  132,000  feet  of  gas  line  extend  throughout  the  base, 
including  75,000  feet  of  polyethylene  pipe. 

0ffrBaS9j  In  1 990  Associated  Natural  Gas  supplied  approximately 
1 9.8  thousand  therms  per  day  in  the  ROI.  According  to  Associated  Natural 
Gas,  adequate  natural  gas  supplies  are  available  to  meet  the  needs  of 
existing  customers.  Associated  Natural  Gas  personnel  have  evaluated  their 
local  consumer  base  and  project  a  slight  drop  in  the  number  of  customers  as 
Eaker  AFB  closes.  Using  a  per-capita  demand  rate  developed  from 
Associated  Natural  Gas  consumption  data,  natural  gas  demand  within  the 
ROI  was  estimated  for  the  projected  customer  base  without  the  reuse  of 
Eaker  AFB  (Table  3.2-5).  Natural  gas  is  not  used  at  Blythe ville  Municipal 
Airport. 

Predosure  Reference.  Table  3.2-5  presents  natural  gas  consumption  in  the 
ROI  for  the  years  1990-1993.  Eaker  AFB  consumed  approximately 
2.4  thousand  therms  per  day  in  1 990  and  1 .9  thousand  therms  per  day  in 
1991.  This  amount  constituted  12  percent  of  the  natural  gas  consumed  in 
the  ROI  in  1 990. 

Closure  Baseline.  As  the  drawdown  of  personnel  proceeds,  natural  gas 
consumption  in  the  ROI  will  decrease  to  an  estimated  level  of 
14.36  thousand  therms  per  day  in  1993.  This  is  28  percent  lower  than  the 
1990  consumption  level  identified  in  Table  3.2-5. 
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3.3  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  AND  HAZARDOUS  WASTE  MANAGEMENT 


Hazardous  materials  and  hazardous  waste  management  activities  at  Eaker 
AFB  are  governed  by  specific  environmental  regulations.  For  the  purpose  of 
the  following  analysis,  the  term  hazardous  waste  or  hazardous  materials  will 
mean  those  substances  defined  as  hazardous  by  the  Comprehensive 
Environmental  Response.  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA), 

42  use  $9601*9675,  as  amended,  and  the  Solid  Waste  Olsposai  Act,  as 
amended  by  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA), 

42  use  $6901-6992,  as  amended.  In  general,  this  includes  substances 
that,  because  of  their  quantity,  concentration,  or  physical,  chemical,  or 
infectious  characteristics,  may  present  substantial  danger  to  public  health  or 
welfare  or  the  environment  when  released  into  the  environment.  The  state 
regulations,  which  are  at  least  as  stringent  as  federal  regulations,  are 
outlined  in  the  Arkansas  Code  of  1987  annotated  (ACA),  Title  8, 
Environmental  Law.  These  regulations  are  enforced  by  the  ADPCE. 

Transportation  of  hazardous  materials  is  regulated  by  the  federal  Department 
of  Transportation  (U.S.  DOT)  regulations  within  Title  49  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  (CFR). 

Treatment  and  disposal  of  nonhazardous  waste,  including  wastewater,  is 
discussed  in  Section  3.2.4,  as  part  of  utility  infrastructure  support. 

The  ROI  encompasses  all  geographic  areas  that  are  exposed  to  the 
possibility  of  a  release  of  hazardous  materials  or  hazardous  wastes.  The  ROI 
for  known  contaminated  sites  is  within  the  existing  base  boundaries. 

Specific  geographic  areas  affected  by  past  and  current  hazardous  waste 
operations,  including  remediation  activities,  are  presented  in  detail  in  the 
following  sections. 

The  preclosure  reference  for  the  purposes  of  this  analysis  was  established 
as  December  1 990.  This  date  represents  conditions  of  full  mission 
operation  prior  to  the  initiation  of  drawdown  activities. 

3.3.1  Hazardous  Materials  Management 

Predosure  Reference.  Hazardous  materials  most  commonly  utilized  by  Eaker 
AFB  include  aviation  and  motor  fuels;  numerous  types  of  petroleum  products 
such  as  motor  oils,  lubricants,  and  hydraulic  fluids;  cleaning  solvents; 
pesticides  (see  Section  3.3.6);  paints;  and  thinners.  These  materials  are 
delivered  to  base  supply  (Building  433)  and  from  there  distributed  to  the 
workplace  in  which  they  are  utilized,  with  the  exception  of  bulk  fuel 
delivery. 

Eaker  AFB  has  a  Spill  Prevention  Control  and  Countermeasures  (SPCC)  Plan 
which  designates  the  procedures  to  be  followed  in  the  event  of  a  release  of 
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hazardous  substances  of  any  type  or  form.  The  SPCC  Plan  identifies  the 
organizations,  personnel,  and  equipment  responsible  for  carrying  out 
response  furtctions  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1990c|.  The  SPCC  Plan  is  required 
under  40  CFR  Part  1 1 2.  Eaker  AFB  also  follows  the  base  Hazardous  Waste 
Management  Ran  (HWMP)  which  establishes  policies,  assigns 
responsibilities,  and  provides  guidance  for  proper  management  of  hazardous 
wastes.  This  plan  includes  a  list  of  hazardous  materials  utilized  on  base  that 
could  potentially  become  hazardous  wastes. 

Material  Safety  Data  Sheets  for  all  hazardous  materials  utilized  on  base  are 
obtained  from  the  Bioenvironmental  Engineering  Office  located  at  the  base 
hospital  (Building  650). 

Hazardous  materials  are  also  used  at  Blytheville  Municipal  Airport,  in  support 
of  routine  aircraft  operations.  These  materials  are  similar  to  those  used  by 
Eaker  AFB. 

Closure  Baseline.  Upon  base  closure,  only  the  OL  will  be  using  hazardous 
materials.  Alt  parties  will  be  responsible  for  managing  these  materials  in 
accordance  with  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  to  protect  their 
employees  from  occupational  exposure  to  hazardous  materials  and  to 
protect  the  public  health  of  the  surrounding  community. 

The  OL  will  be  responsible  for  dte  safe  storage  and  handling  of  hazardous 
materials  used  in  conjunction  with  all  base  maintenance  operations,  such  as 
paint,  paint  thinner,  solvents,  corrosives,  ignitables,  pesticides,  and 
miscellaneous  wastes  associated  with  vehicle  and  machinery  maintenance 
(motor  oils/fuels).  These  materials  will  be  delivered  to  the  base  in 
compliance  with  the  Hazardous  Materials  Transportation  Act  (HMTA)  under 
49  CFR. 

3.3.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

Predosure  Reference.  Normal  operations  at  Eaker  AFB  currently  produce 
wastes  defined  as  hazardous  by  RCRA,  40  CFR  Part  261-265,  and  by  the 
Arkansas  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Act,  ACA  Title  8,  Chapter  7, 
Section  203. 

Hazardous  wastes  generated  on  base  are  collected  at  accumulation  points 
located  throughout  the  industrial  areas  of  the  base.  These  designated 
satellite  accumulation  points  may  store  less  than  55  gallons  of  waste  for  an 
indefinite  period  of  time  (less  than  90  days,  in  most  instances).  The 
individual  industrial  shops  at  which  these  satellite  accumulation  points  are 
located  are  responsible  for  maintaining  the  facility  through  weekly 
inspections  and  for  preparing  all  necessary  manifests.  A  monthly  inspection 
is  conducted  randomly  by  the  Base  Environmental  Management  Branch. 
Once  the  amount  of  wastes  in  a  satellite  accumulation  point  reaches  the 
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55-gallon  limit,  the  waste  must  be  transferred  to  the  DRMO  temporary 
storage  facility  (Building  426)  for  final  disposal  off  base.  The  wastes  are 
transported  off  base  and  disposed  by  a  licensed  contractor  prior  to  the 
expiration  of  the  storage  limit.  Accumulation  of  up  to  26,400  pounds  of 
hazardous  waste  is  allowed  at  the  temporary  storage  facility. 

The  DRMO  facility  operated  under  an  RCRA  interim  Part  6  permit  (Permit 
No.  AR857 1924473),  issued  by  the  ADPCE.  In  view  of  the  impending 
closure  of  the  installation,  the  permit  application  requesting  permanent 
permit  status  for  the  DRMO  was  withdrawn.  As  a  result,  the  facility  lost  its 
interim  status  as  a  storage  facility  in  April  1 992  and  has  since  become  a 
90-day  storage  facility.  Hazardous  wastes  are  stored  temporarily  at  two 
90-day  accumulation  points  and  16  satellite  accumulation  points. 

(Table  3.3-1).  The  wastes  are  transported  off  base  and  disposed  by  a 
licensed  contractor  in  accordance  with  RCRA  as  implemented  by  40  CFR 
Parts  260-270  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  temporary  90-day  storage  limit. 


Table  3.3-1.  Hazardous  Waste  Accumulation  Points* 


Site 

Location 
(Building  #) 

Description 

Satellite  Accumulation  Points  (up  to  55  gallons) 

1 

105/106 

Engine  Test  Cell 

2 

130 

Munitions  Maintenance  Squadron  Gun  Room 

3 

160 

Army-Air  Force  Exchange  Service  (AAFES) 

Gas  Station  and  Shoppette 

4 

203 

Electro-Maintenance 

5 

205** 

Organizational  Maintenance  Squadron 

6 

214 

Aerospace  Ground  Equipment 

7 

237 

Auto/Hobby  Shop 

8 

450 

Flight  Maintenance  Squadron,  Nose  Dock 

9 

453 

Flight  Maintenance  Squadrcn,  Nose  Dock 

10 

455 

Corrosion  Control  Maintenance 

11 

467 

Refueling  Vehicle  Maintenance 

12 

468 

Vehicle  Maintenance 

13 

479 

Civil  Engineering  Materials  Control 

14 

419 

Civil  Engineering  Seif  Help  Shop 

15 

513 

Disaster  Preparation 

16 

641 

Reprographics 

Temporary  Storage  Facility  {90-day  storage) 

17 

808 

Readiness  Building 

18 

426 

DRMO 

*  Data  current  as  of  Jun«  1992. 

*  *  Actual  location  ia  west  of  BuiMine  1 234. 
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On-bsM  managemant  of  hazardous  wastes  is  outlined  in  the  Eaker  AF8 
HWMP  and  the  SPCC  Plan,  which  provide  guidance  for  management  and 
handling  of  hazardous  wastes  as  welt  as  contingency  plans  for  any  release 
of  a  hazardous  waste. 

From  1 987  to  1 969,  an  average  of  1 4,000  pounds  of  hazardous  waste  was 
generated  annually  by  operations  at  Eaker  AFB.  These  wastes  consisted 
mainly  of  solvents  and  various  petroleum  wastes  such  as  nonrecycied  oils, 
fuels,  paints,  and  batteries. 

In  1 990,  base  activities  increased  to  support  Operation  Desert  Storm,  and 
45,500  pounds  of  hazardous  waste  were  generated.  In  1 991 ,  the  amount 
of  hazardous  waste  generated  increased  to  256,000  pounds,  primarily  due 
to  housekeeping  activities  associated  with  drawdown.  Of  this  waste 
1 80,000  pounds  were  waste  oils  and  fuels  from  the  removal  of  two 
S0,000-galion  waste  oil/fuei  underground  storage  tanks  (USTs). 

Hazardous  waste  at  Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  includes  less  than  1 00 
gallons  of  waste  oil  and  1 0  spent  aircraft  batteries  generated  annually. 

Closure  Baseline.  At  the  time  of  base  closure,  all  of  the  hazardous  waste 
generated  by  base  functions  will  have  been  collected  from  all  storage  and 
designated  satellite  accumulation  points  and  disposed  off  site  to  a  permitted 
facility,  in  accordance  with  RCRA.  The  DRMO  facility  will  close  within  180 
days  following  receipt  of  the  final  volume  of  hazardous  wastes,  or  within 
1 80  days  of  the  time  the  facility  closure  plan  is  approved  by  the  regulatory 
authorities.  Hazardous  waste  generated  by  the  OL  will  be  tracked  to  ensure 
proper  identification,  storage,  transportation,  and  disposal,  as  well  as 
implementation  of  waste  minimization  programs. 

3.3.3  Instaliation  Restoration  Program  Sites 

The  iRP  is  an  Air  Force  program  to  identify,  characterize,  and  remediate 
environntental  contamination  on  its  installations.  Although  legally 
acceptable  at  the  time,  procedures  followed  prior  to  the  mid-1970s  for 
managing  and  disposing  of  many  wastes  often  resulted  in  contamination  of 
the  environment.  The  program  has  established  a  process  to  evaluate  past 
disposal  sites,  control  the  migration  of  contaminants,  and  control  potential 
hazards  to  human  health  and  the  environment.  Section  21 1  of  the 
Superfund  Amendments  and  Reauthorization  Act  (SARA),  codified  as  the 
Defense  Environmental  Restoration  Program  (DERP),  of  which  the  Air  Force 
IRP  is  a  subset,  ensures  that  the  DOO  has  the  authority  to  conduct  its  own 
environmental  restoration  programs. 

Prior  to  passage  of  SARA  and  the  establishment  of  the  National  Contingency 
Plan  (NCP)  for  hazardous  waste  sites.  Air  Force  IRP  procedures  followed 
DOD  policy  guidelines  mirroring  the  U.S.  EPA's  Superfund  Program.  Since 
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SARA  was  passed,  most  federal  facilities  have  been  placed  on  a  federal 
docket  and  the  U.S.  EPA  has  been  evaluating  the  facilities'  waste  sites  for 
possible  inclusion  on  the  National  Priorities  List  (NPL).  The  U.S.  EPA  has  not 
proposed  Eaker  APB  for  listing  on  the  NPL. 

Ongoing  activities  at  identified  IRP  sites  may  delay  or  limit  some  proposed 
iand  uses  at  or  near  those  sites.  Future  land  uses  by  the  recipients  on  a 
site-specific  level  may  be,  to  a  certain  extent,  limited  by  the  severity  of 
contamination  or  level  of  remediation  effort  at  these  IRP  sites.  Reasonably 
foreseeable  land  use  constraints  are  discussed  in  this  EtS.  Regulatory 
review  as  required  by  the  Air  Force  programs  will  also  ensure  that  any  site- 
specific  land  use  limitations  are  identified  and  considered.  A  representation 
of  the  IRP  Management  Process  followed  by  Eaker  AFB  is  shown  in 
Figure  3.3-1 . 

The  original  IRP  was  divided  into  four  phases,  consistent  with  CERCLA; 

•  Phase  I:  Problem  Identification  and  Records  Search 

•  Phase  11:  Problem  Confirmation  and  Quantification 

•  Phase  III:  Technology  Development 

•  Phase  IV:  Corrective  Action. 

After  SARA  was  passed  in  1 986,  the  IRP  was  realigned  to  incorporate  the 
terminology  used  by  the  U.S.  EPA  and  to  integrate  the  new  requirements  in 
the  NCP.  The  result  was  the  creation  of  three  action  stages: 

•  Preliminary  Assessment/Site  Inspection  (PA/SI) 

•  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  (RI/FS) 

•  Remedial  Oesign^emedial  Action  <RD/RA|. 

The  PA  portion  of  the  first  stage  under  the  NCP  is  comparable  to  the  original 
IRP  Phase  I  and  consists  of  a  records  search  and  interviews  to  determine 
whether  potential  problems  exist.  A  brief  SI  that  may  include  soil  and  water 
sampling  is  performed  to  give  an  initial  characterization  or  confirm  the 
presence  of  contamination  at  a  potential  site. 

An  Ri  is  similar  to  the  original  Phase  11  and  consists  of  additional  field  work 
and  evaluations  to  assess  the  nature  and  extent  of  contamination.  It 
includes  a  risk  assessment  and  determines  the  need  for  site  remediation. 

The  original  IRP  Phase  IV  has  been  replaced  by  the  FS  and  the  RD.  The  FS 
documents  the  development,  evaluation,  and  selection  of  remedial  action 
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INSTALLATION  RESTORATION  PROCESS 


Sources  of  Information  on  IRP 

Information  Repository  (Public  Libraries) 

U.S.  Air  Force  Base  Public  Affairs  Office 
U.S.  Air  Force  Disposal  Agency  Operating  Location  (OL) 
Administrative  Record  (U.S.  Air  Force  and  U.S.  EPA) 
Technical  Review  Committee  (Local  and  Regulatory  Officials) 
Media  News  Releases 


Preliminary  Aaseaament/ 
Site  Inspection  (PA/SI) 


Remedial  Investigation/ 
Feasibility  Study  (RI/FS) 


Formel  PropoMi  to  Public  of 
Remedial  Action  AHernatlvae 


Formal  Reeponee  to  Public  Comments 
end  Decision  on  Remediation 


Remedial  Design/ 
Remedial  Action  (RD/RA) 


Pictorial  Presentation 
of  IRP  Process 


Figure  3.3-1 
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alternatives  to  remediate  the  site.  The  selected  alternative  is  then  designed 
(RO)  and  implemented  (RA|.  Long-term  monitoring  is  often  performed  in 
association  with  site  remediation  to  assure  future  compliance  with 
contaminant  standards  or  achievement  of  remediation  goals.  The  Phase  III 
portion  of  the  IRP  process  is  not  included  in  the  normal  SARA  process. 
Technology  Development  (TOI  under  SARA  is  done  under  separate 
processes  including  the  Superfund  Innovative  Technology  Evaluation 
program.  The  Air  Force  has  an  active  TD  program  in  cooperation  with  the 
U.S.  EPA  to  find  solutions  to  problems  common  to  Air  Force  facilities. 

The  closure  of  Eaker  AFB  will  not  affect  the  ongoing  IRP  activity.  These  IRP 
activities,  managed  by  the  OL,  will  continue  in  accordance  with  federal, 
state,  and  local  regulations  to  protect  human  health  and  the  environment, 
regardless  of  the  disposal  decision.  Currently  Eaker  AFB  has  no  IRP 
management  agreement  with  any  federal,  state,  or  local  authority. 

The  public  may  keep  abreast  of  the  IRP  at  Eaker  AFB  through  various 
sources  of  information  (Figure  3.3-1).  Additionally,  the  IRP  as  mandated  by 
CERCLA  and  the  NCP  has  a  public  participatory  program  much  like  the  one 
implemented  in  the  preparation  of  this  EIS.  The  Air  Force  will,  with  the 
acceptance  of  each  RI/FS  by  the  regulatory  community,  prepare  a  proposed 
plan  for  the  remediation  of  a  $ite(s)  which  will  include  a  discussion  of 
alternatives  considered.  The  proposed  plan  will  be  distributed  to  the  public 
for  comment;  a  public  meeting  will  be  held  to  discuss  the  proposed  plan  and 
comments  on  the  proposed  plan  will  be  accepted  by  the  Air  Force.  The  Air 
Force  will  then  respond  to  all  comments,  making  those  responses  part  of  a 
decision  document  of  what  the  remediation  will  entail  prior  to  any  remedial 
action  being  taken  (Figure  3.3-1). 

Preclosure  Reference.  Because  the  Air  Force  began  the  IRP  process  at  Eaker 
AFB  in  1 985,  prior  to  terminology  and  procedural  changes,  both  phases  and 
stages  are  contained  in  the  IRP  administrative  record.  The  IRP  Phase  I 
Records  Search  was  published  in  August  1985.  It  initially  identified  nine 
potential  contamination  sites:  four  landfills,  three  spill  sites,  the  FPTA,  and 
the  waste  oil  underground  storage  tanks.  All  nine  sites  were  considered 
areas  of  primary  concern  and  recommended  for  further  investigation 
(Figure  3.3-2). 

In  April  1 988,  the  Air  Force  initiated  a  site  investigation  study  in  order  to 
collect,  analyze,  and  evaluate  additional  data  for  the  nine  sites  identified 
during  the  Phase  I  study.  The  site  investigation  recommended  that  all  sites 
except  Spill  Site  3  be  investigated  further.  An  RI/FS  is  currently  in  progress 
to  determine  the  extent  of  contamination  to  the  soils  and  groundwater  at 
the  eight  sites;  the  data  generated  will  then  provide  a  foundation  for  the 
preparation  of  a  basewide  risk  assessment  report,  which  is  tentatively 
scheduled  for  release  in  October  1992,  as  part  of  the  Rl.  Remediation 
methods  and  timetables  will  also  be  available  in  December  1 992,  as  part  of 
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Note;  Heating  oil  USTs  are  distributed  throughout  the  industrial 
portion  of  the  base  and  are  not  illustrated  on  this  figure. 
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the  FS.  An  additional  records  search  and  st^bsequent  soils  and  groundwater 
testing  by  base  personnel  in  1991  identified  the  presence  of  a  small  gasoline 
plume  under  the  base  Army-Air  Force  Exchange  System  lAAFES)  service 
station.  Also  during  the  removal  of  fou.  aviation  fuel  tanks  southeast  of 
Building  426,  soil  contamination  was  found.  These  areas  were  added  as 
two  IRP  sites.  Further  records  searches  revealed  an  additional  45 
underground  heating  oil  storage  tanks,  located  throughout  the  base.  These 
tanks  qualify  for  Defense  Environmental  Restoration  Account  (DERA) 
funding  end  are  identified  as  another  single  IRP  site. 

Eleven  IRP  sites  have  thus  been  identified  at  Eaker  AFB  (Figure  3.3-2)  for 
inclusion  in  the  remediation  process.  This  section  provides  a  brief 
description  of  each  site  including  a  site  location,  size,  description  of 
contaminants,  site  history,  and  current  disposition.  Although  Spill  Site  3  is 
no  longer  considered  an  active  IRP  site,  its  description  and  analysis  are 
included  here. 

Results  of  sampling  procedures  utilized  during  IRP  site  characterization  at 
Eaker  AFB  were  based  on  a  number  of  standards.  These  included  the 
ambient  water  quality  criteria  for  human  health  which  protects  the  highest 
beneficial  use  of  water,  and  the  secondary  drinkirig  water  criteria  which  is  a 
non-health-based  standard  dealing  with  the  aesthetic  values  of  water  such 
as  odor  and  clarity.  The  maximum  contaminant  levels  (MCL)  were  also 
considered,  to  define  the  highest  legally  enforceable  «;tandards  for  certain 
constituents  within  drinking  water  which  cannot  be  exceeded. 

Landfill  1  is  located  southeast  of  the  wastewater  treatment  plant.  The 
landfill  was  operated  between  1942  and  1947,  and  was  used  primarily  for 
trench  and  fill  of  ash  from  the  base  incinerator.  The  estimated  volume  is 
1 .6  million  cubic  feet  of  waste.  During  base  deactivation  in  1 947,  the 
landfill  was  utilized  for  the  disposal  of  surplus  materials. 

Three  groundwater  monitoring  wells  were  installed  around  this  site  in  1988. 
Sampling  revealed  copper  and  nickel  exceeding  the  drinking  water  quality 
criteria  for  human  health.  Mercury  exceeded  the  MCL  and  sulfate 
concentrations  exceeded  the  secondary  drinking  water  quality  criteria.  Soil 
sampling  revealed  five  metals  and  five  organic  compounds  all  within 
background  concentrations.  The  landfill  is  currently  capped  and  the  surface 
area  is  utilized  for  agriculture. 

Landfill  2  was  operated  by  the  city  of  Blytheville  for  disposal  of  municipal 
refuse  between  1950  and  1954.  In  1957,  part  of  the  landfill  was  removed 
to  construct  the  SAC  alert  area.  The  removed  debris  was  placed  in 
Landfill  3.  The  western  section  of  the  landfill  is  located  at  the  southwest 
corner  of  the  alert  area,  and  the  eastern  section  is  located  adjacent  to  the 
north  side  of  Razorback  Lake.  Landfill  2  is  estimated  to  contain  3.8  million 
cubic  feet  of  waste. 
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Stx  groundwattr  monitortng  w«tis  wer«  insiaiiixi  m  1 988.  and  a  subsurface 
soil  sampto  was  taken  from  each  weti  These  sampfes  revealed  the 
preMOce  of  7  metals  arvd  20  organ*c  compounds  Surface  sampling 
revealed  the  preserves  of  four  metals,  petroleum  hydrocarbons,  and  four 
organic  compounds;  monitoring  well  and  soil  sampling  revealed  that  arsenic, 
chromium,  and  lead  exceeded  MCL.  Beryllium  and  mckel  concentrations 
exceeded  the  ambvent  water  quality  criteria  fc»  human  health  The  landfill  is 
currently  capped;  the  western  portion  is  covered  with  grass  and  the  eastern 
portion  ia  utiiixed  for  agriculture. 

Landfll  3,  used  between  1955  and  1962,  is  located  west  of  the  munitions 
storage  area.  Shop  wastes  and  household  refuse  were  disposed  here  by  a 
trench  and  fill  method.  Some  burning  of  waste  also  occurred  poor  to  the 
lervdfiii  closure.  Landfill  3  is  astimaied  to  contain  more  than  5  million  cubic 

feet  of  waste. 

Five  monitoring  wells  were  installed  m  1988  Groundwater  and  soil 
sampling  raveated  high  levels  of  numerous  metals,  organic  compounds,  and 
petroleum  hydrocarbons.  Landfill  3  it  presently  capped,  and  structures  have 
been  constructed  over  the  original  landfill  sita 

Landfll  4  was  operved  in  1962  and  is  still  in  use.  This  site  is  located  north 
of  the  munitions  storage  area  and  immediately  east  of  the  Chickasawba 
cemetefy.  Prior  to  1985,  a  trench  and  fill  operation  was  utilized  to  handle 
ahop  waatea  and  household  refuse.  Since  that  time,  these  practices  have 
been  discontinued.  This  site  is  estimated  to  contain  20  million  cubic  feet  of 
waste. 

Groundwater  and  subsurface  soil  sampling  took  place  with  the  installation  of 
seven  monitoring  wells.  Sempting  revealed  concentrations  of  numerous 
metals  and  organic  compounds.  A  number  of  polynuclear  aromatic 
hydrocarbons,  which  are  usually  the  result  of  burning  organic  matter,  were 
■Iso  discovered.  The  landfill  is  currently  covered  with  scattered  mounds  of 
surface  debris.  The  proposed  remediation  activity  is  to  construct  a  clay  cap 
over  the  landfill. 

The  FPTA,  in  operation  from  1 955  through  February  1 989,  is  located  in  the 
northwest  section  of  the  base  midway  between  the  runway  and  base 
housing.  Two  different  locations  at  the  FPTA  have  been  used  for  training. 
From  1955  to  the  late  1960s,  exercises  were  conducted  approximately 
twice  weekly,  using  approximately  500  gallons  of  waste  fuel  and  oil  at  each 
bum.  Waste  solvents  were  burned  in  a  separate  pit  located  next  to  the 
FPTA.  Waste  materials  were  delivered  to  the  site  in  drums,  bowsers,  and 
tanker  trucks.  Water  and  protein  foam  were  used  as  extinguishing  agents 
during  this  period.  After  each  exercise,  water  was  drained  to  a  second  pit 
and  allowed  to  evaporate/infiltrate  (NUS  Corporation.  1990). 
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Since  the  lete-ISSOs,  9X9rci^s  have  been  reduced  to  approximately  twice 
montftly.  Typically.  300  to  400  gallons  of  nonspecification  JP-4  are  burned 
per  exercise:  other  waste  oils  and  fuels  are  no  longer  burned.  The 
extinguishing  agent  used  is  aqueous  film^forming  foam.  Residual  liquids 
drain  to  an  oil/water  separator  and  are  discharged  to  a  field.  Accumulated 
oil  is  pumped  out  periodically  and  disposed  in  accordance  with  all  applicable 
regulations. 

Groundwater  and  soil  sampling  began  with  the  installation  of  five  monitoring 
wells.  Sampling  revealed  the  presence  of  numerous  metals  and  organic 
compounds  as  well  as  petroleum  hydrocarbons.  Most  of  the  organic 
compounds  were  polynuclear  aromatic  hydrocarbons,  which  result  from 
burning  organic  compounds.  The  concentration  of  benzene  discoveidd  a* 
this  site  is  below  the  MCL  but  exceeds  the  ambient  water  quality  criteria  lur 
human  health:  xylene  levels  exceed  the  secondary  drinking  water  quality 
criteria.  Recommended  plans  address  remediation  of  both  soil  and 
groundwater  media. 

SpMi  Site  1 .  Spill  Site  1  is  located  southeast  of  Building  450  in  the  southern 
portion  of  the  parking  apron  and  is  currently  a  grass  covered  field.  The  spill 
is  the  result  of  a  leak  in  the  JP-4  hydrant  system.  The  pipe  leaked  an 
unknown  amount  prior  to  1 973  when  the  hydrant  system  was  pressure 
tested,  the  leak  discovered,  and  repairs  initiated.  During  repairs, 
fuel-saturated  soil  was  observed. 

In  1 988,  three  monitoring  wells  were  installed,  with  soil  and  groundwater 
sampling  accomplished  during  well  installations.  Acetone,  ethylbenzene, 
and  total  ..yienes  were  detected  in  both  subsurface  soil  and  groundwater 
samples:  carbon  disulfide  was  present  in  soil  samples;  and  petroleum 
hydrocarbons  were  detected  in  one  of  the  groundwater  samples.  Only 
benzene  exceeded  the  MCL  and  the  level  of  total  xylenes  exceeded  the 
secondary  drinking  water  quality  criteria.  Remediation  of  contaminated  soils 
has  been  recommended. 

SpU  Site  2.  Pressure  testing  of  the  JP-4  hydrant  system  in  1 974  identified 
another  leak  in  the  system.  It  is  not  known  when  this  system  began  leaking 
or  the  amount  of  JP-4  lost.  During  the  repair  work,  the  soils  were  found  to 
be  saturated  with  fuel.  Spill  Site  2,  located  at  the  southern  end  of  the  main 
taxiway,  is  currently  a  grass  covered  field. 

Three  monitoring  wells  were  installed  in  1 988,  with  soil  and  groundwater 
sampling  accomplished  during  installation.  Sediment  sampling  results 
indicated  the  presence  of  toluene,  ethylbenzene,  total  xylenes, 
chlorobenzene,  and  tetrachloroethene.  Groundwater  sampling  showed  the 
presence  of  benzene  which  exceeded  the  MCL,  ethylbenzene  which 
exceeded  the  proposed  MCL,  and  total  xylenes  which  exceeded  the 
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secondary  drinktno  water  quality  criteria.  Remediation  of  contaminated  soils 
has  been  recommended. 

Spill  Site  3.  Spill  Site  3.  located  along  the  eastern  edge  and  midway  down 
the  main  runway,  is  now  a  grass-covered  field.  The  spill  occurred  in  1981 
following  an  aborted  takeoff  by  a  KC-135  tanker,  which  resulted  in  the  loss 
of  an  undetermined  amount  of  JP-4  along  the  flightline.  Immediately 
following  the  accident,  the  spilled  fuel  was  collected  and  placed  in  an 
evaporation/infiltration  pit  in  the  vicinity  of  taxiway  D. 

Six  monitoring  wells  were  installed  at  the  spill  site  in  1 988;  two  were 
temporary  due  to  the  uncertainty  of  the  exact  spill  location.  The  sampling 
and  analysis  program  was  targeted  to  detect  the  presence  of  JP-4.  No 
targeted  compounds  were  detected  during  the  sampling  operations.  It  has 
been  determined  that  no  further  action  is  required  at  Spill  Site  3,  and  the 
site  was  closed  in  1 990. 

Underground  Waste  OX  Tanks.  Five  underground  waste  oil  tanks  were 
removed  and  replaced  by  two  new  10,000-gallon  tanks  in  1988.  During 
removal,  stained  soils  were  noted  at  the  site.  The  original  tanks  were 
installed  as  early  as  1963,  and  carried  no  cathodic  protection.  From  1963 
to  1 972,  the  tanks  were  used  to  store  diesel  fuel  and  gasoline  for  the  old 
base  service  station.  In  1972,  the  five  tanks  (one  500-gallon  and  four 
4,000-gailon)  were  converted  to  use  for  storage  of  waste  oils,  solvents,  and 
fuels. 

To  determine  the  extent  of  past  contamination,  four  monitoring  wells  were 
installed  in  1 988,  and  subsurface  soil  samples  were  taken  from  three  of  the 
wells  during  installation.  The  sample  results  showed  the  presence  of  seven 
metals  and  four  organic  compounds  in  the  subsurface  and  six  metals  and  six 
organic  compounds  in  two  sediment  samples.  Only  beryllium  levels 
exceeded  the  natural  background  concentrations.  Groundwater  sampling 
detected  the  presence  of  selenium,  benzene,  carbon  disulfide,  and  di-n-octyl 
phthalate.  Although  the  maximum  concentration  for  benzene  was  below  its 
MCL  of  5  micrograms  per  liter  (jjg^h  it  did  exceed  the  ambient  water  quality 
criteria  for  human  health.  Total  dissolved  solids  exceeded  the  secondary 
water  quality  criteria.  No  criteria  for  carbon  disulfide  and  di-n-octyl 
phthalate  have  been  established. 

AAFES  Service  Station.  The  AAFES  service  station  is  in  Building  1 60  at  the 
northern  portion  of  the  main  base  area.  This  site  was  recently  identified  as 
an  IRP  site  during  a  records  search  that  indicated  the  presence  of  soils  and 
groundwater  contamination.  This  contamination  resulted  from  a  faulty 
coupling  within  a  fuel  line,  which  had  leaked  an  undetermined  amount  of 
gasoline  since  1974,  The  faulty  coupling  was  repaired  in  1974. 
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Sampling  has  recovered  gasoline  which  is  currently  floating  on  top  of  the 
local  grourtdwater;  sampling  further  indicates  that  the  product  plume  is 
localized  within  the  immediate  area  of  the  service  station. 

Aviation  Fuel  Underground  Storage  Tanks.  An  additional  records  search 
prompted  further  investigation  that  led  to  the  inclusion  of  this  IRP  site, 
located  southeast  of  Building  426  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  main  base 
area.  During  the  removal  of  4  of  the  12  aviation  fuel  USTs  in  1988, 
extensive  soil  contamination  was  discovered.  This  site  qualifies  for  DERA 
funding.  The  remaining  eight  USTs  have  been  designated  as  an  IRP  site. 

In  December  1991,  three  monitoring  wells  were  installed;  the  sampling 
results  revealed  no  chlorinated  materials.  Fuel  is  the  only  contamination 
indicated. 

Heating  Oil  USTs.  There  are  45  underground  heating  oil  storage  tanks 
located  throughout  the  base,  all  of  which  qualify  for  removal  under  DERA. 

In  addition  to  the  mandates  of  the  IRP,  prior  to  disposal  of  any  property  at 
Eaker  AFB,  the  Air  Force  must  also  comply  with  the  provisions  of  CERCLA 
$120.  CERCLA  $120(hi  requires  that,  before  property  can  be  transferred 
from  federal  ownership,  the  United  States  must  provide  notice  of  specific 
hazardous  waste  activities  on  the  property  and  include  in  the  deed  a 
covenant  warranting  that  "all  remedial  action  necessary  to  protect  human 
health  and  the  environment  with  respect  to  any  [hazardous]  substance 
remaining  on  the  property  has  been  taken  before  the  date  of  such  transfer.” 
Furthermore,  the  covenant  must  also  warrant  that  *any  additional  remedial 
action  found  to  be  necessary  [as  a  result  of  U.S.  Government  activity]  after 
the  date  of  such  transfer  shall  be  conducted  by  the  United  States.” 

The  Air  Force  must  complete  the  IRP  for  the  contaminated  sites  on  Eaker 
AFB  and  provide  the  assurances  required  by  CERCLA  $  1 20{h]  for  ail 
properties  disposed.  The  combination  of  these  requirements  may  delay 
disposal  of  parcels  that  affect  reuse. 

The  Air  Force  is  committed  to  the  identification,  assessment,  and 
remediation  of  the  contamination  from  hazardous  substances  at  Eaker  AFB. 
This  commitment  will  assure  the  protection  of  public  health  as  well  as 
restoration  of  the  environment.  Additionally,  the  Air  Force  will  ''ork 
aggressively  with  the  regulatory  community  to  ensure  that  disposal  of 
property  occurs  at  the  earliest  reasonable  date  so  as  not  to  impede  the 
economic  redevelopment  of  the  area  through  reuse  of  Eaker  AFB. 
Quantification  of  those  delays  based  on  the  conceptual  plans  for  all 
redevelopment  alternatives  and  what  is  currently  known  at  this  stage  of  the 
IRP  is  not  possible. 
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Clocur*  Basdina.  The  closure  of  Eaker  AFB  will  not  affect  the  ongoing  IRP 
activity.  These  IRP  activities  will  continue  in  accordance  with  U.S.  EPA, 
state,  and  local  regulatory  agency  regulations  to  protect  human  health  and 
the  environment,  regardless  of  the  alternative  chosen  for  reuse. 

IRP  remedial  activities  will  continue  well  past  the  December  1 992  closure 
date  for  Eaker  AFB.  The  OL  will  oversee  the  coordination  of  the  remediation 
contractors  and  assure  that  U.S.  EPA  and  ADPCE  concerns  are  addressed. 
The  Air  Force  will  retain  necessary  interests  (for  example,  easements)  in 
order  to  perform  operations  and  maintenance  on  all  remediation  systems. 
The  current  schedule  for  future  IRP  activities  is  provided  in  Table  3.3-2. 


Table  3.3-2.  Eaker  AFB  IRP  Activity  Schedule.  April  15,  1992 


Document  Name 

Date  initiated 

RI/FS  for  all  sites 

September  1992/ 
January  1993* 

RD,  remove  heating  oil  USTs  base  wide 

August  1992 

RD,  S  sites  (FPTA,  Spill  Sites,  and  UWOT,  AAFES  service  station) 

August  1 992 

RD  four  landfill  sites 

August  1992 

RA,  soil  remediation.  Spill  Site  1 

August  1 992 

RA,  soil  remediation.  Spill  Site  2 

August  1 992 

RA,  soil  remediation,  FPTA 

August  1992 

RA,  soil  remediation,  UWOT 

August  1992 

RA,  soil  remediation/tank  removal 

August  1992 

RA,  removal  of  USTs 

May  1993 

RA,  USTs  at  AAFES  service  station 

August  1992 

*Cofnplation  dat*. 

UWOT  »  undarground  waata  oil  tanka. 

3.3.4  Storage  Tanks 

USTs  are  subject  to  federal  regulations  within  RCRA,  40  CFR  part  280. 
These  regulations  were  mandated  by  the  Hazart  ous  and  Solid  Waste 
Amendments  of  1984.  The  state  regulates  both  underground  and 
aboveground  storage  tanks  under  the  Arkansas  storage  tank  regulations, 
ADPCE  Regulation  Number  12.  USTs  are  also  regulated  under  the  Arkansas 
Underground  Storage  Tanks  Acts,  ACA  8-7-8. 

Preclosure  Reference.  UST  policies,  responsibilities,  maintenance,  and 
environmental  guidance  are  provided  by  the  Eaker  AFB  Storage  Tank 
Management  Ran.  There  are  currently  126  USTs  of  which  68  are  active 
(Table  3.3-3)  and  58  are  inactive  (Table  3.3-4).  Disposition  of  storage  tanks 
will  be  addressed  as  part  of  the  overall  base  closure  plan. 
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Tabia  3.3-3. 

kivantory  of  Actlva  Undarground  Storage  Tanks 
Page  1  of  2 

Location 
(Facility  No.) 

Capacity 

(gallons) 

Contents 

Installation 

Date 

Construction 

Material 

160-1* 

10,000 

Gasoline 

1969 

Steel 

160-2* 

10,000 

Gasoline 

1969 

Steel 

160-3* 

6,000 

Gasoline 

1971 

Steel 

160-4* 

200 

Oil 

1971 

Fiberglass 

168 

6,000 

Diesel  fuel 

1986 

Fiberglass 

169 

2,000 

Gasoline 

1986 

Fiberglass 

170 

2,000 

JP-4 

1986 

Fiberglass 

201 

300 

Diesel  fuel 

Steel 

203 

5,000 

Fuel  oil 

1989 

Steel 

214** 

550 

Oil/water  separator 

1986 

Fiberglass 

221 

1,500 

Diesel  fuel 

1955 

Steel 

229 

3,000 

Diesel  fuel 

1974 

Steel 

231-1 

5,000 

Diesel  fuel 

1991 

Steel 

231-2 

6,000 

Fuel  oil 

1991 

Fiberglass 

434 

10,000 

Fuel  oil 

Steel 

467-1 

2,000 

Fuel  oil 

1962 

Steel 

467-2 

2,000 

JP-4  reclaimed 

1962 

Steel 

467-3** 

200 

Oil/water  separator 

1962 

Steel 

468 •• 

1,000 

Waste  oil 

1990 

Steel 

480 

550 

Waste  fuel 

1989 

Steel 

641 

550 

Diesel  fuel 

1988 

Fiberglass 

651 

10,000 

Fuel  oil 

"958 

Steel 

654 

3,000 

Diesel  fuel 

1985 

Fiberglass 

1005 

50 

Gasoline 

1960 

Steel 

1205 

3,000 

Fuel  oil 

1985 

Steel 

1212 

1,500 

Fuel  oil 

1959 

Steel 

1213 

6,000 

Fuel  oil 

1974 

Steel 

1214 

3,500 

Fuel  oil 

1959 

Steel 

1218 

1,100 

Fuel  oil 

1980 

Steel 

1020-1 

50,000 

JP-4 

1959 

Steel 

1020-2 

50,000 

JP-4 

1959 

Steel 

1020-3 

50,000 

JP-4 

1959 

Steel 

1020-4 

50,000 

JP-4 

1959 

Steel 

1020-5 

1,000 

JP-4  waste 

1959 

Steel 

1223 

500 

Diesel  fuel 

1956 

Steel 

1232-1 

1,000 

JP-4  waste 

1959 

Steel 
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Tabia  3.3-3. 

invantory  of  Activa  Underground  Storage  Tanks 
Page  2  of  2 

Location 
(Facility  No.) 

Capacity 

(galloni) 

Contents 

Installation 

Date 

Construction 

Material 

1232-2 

50,000 

JP-4 

1959 

Steel 

1232-3 

50,000 

JP-4 

1959 

Steel 

1232-4 

50,000 

JP-4 

1959 

Steel 

1232-5 

50,000 

JP-4 

1959 

Steel 

1234-1 

1,000 

JP-4  waste 

1959 

Steel 

1234-2 

50,000 

JP-4 

1959 

Steel 

1234-3 

50,000 

JP-4 

1959 

Steel 

1234-4 

50,000 

JP-4 

1959 

Steel 

1234-5 

50,000 

JP-4 

1959 

Steel 

1242 

1,500 

Diesel  fuel 

1974 

Steel 

1249 

3,000 

Diesel  fuel 

1981 

Steel 

1279 

3,000 

Diesel  fuel 

1981 

Steel 

1285-1 

6,000 

Fuel  oil 

1983 

Steel 

1285-2 

500 

JP-10 

1983 

Steel 

1285-3** 

2,700 

Oil/water  separator 

1983 

Steel 

1286 

550 

Fuel  oil 

1981 

Steel 

1288-1 

4,000 

Fuel  oil 

1983 

Steel 

1 288-2  •• 

500 

Oil/water  separator 

1983 

Steel 

1293 

550 

Fuel  oil 

1295 

7,000 

JP-10 

1983 

Steel 

1297 

7,000 

JP-10 

1983 

Steel 

1298 

7,000 

JP-10 

1983 

Steel 

1303 

1,500 

Fuel  oil 

1960 

Steel 

1305 

500 

Fuel  oil 

1960 

Steel 

1320-1 

1,000 

JP-4  waste 

1959 

Steel 

1320-2 

50,000 

JP-4 

1959 

Steel 

1320-3 

50,000 

JP-4 

1959 

Steel 

1320-4 

50,000 

JP-4 

1959 

Steel 

1320-5 

50,000 

JP-4 

1959 

Steel 

1336 

1,000 

Diesel  fuel 

1972 

Steel 

1344-1** 

10,000 

Waste  oil 

1988 

Steei 

1344-2** 

10,000 

Waste  fuel 

1988 

Steel 

*  To  ranMin  in  p(«oo. 

*  *  Undorgoino  RCRA  oorrootiv*  moaMirM  inveatigation. 


Nota:  All  tanka  to  ba  ramovad  axoapt  aa  notad. 
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Table  3.3-4.  Inventory  of  Inactive  Underground  Storage  Tanks 


Page  1  of  2 

Location 
(Facility  No.) 

Capacity 

(gallons)* 

Contents 

Installation 

Date* 

Construction 

Material 

104 

2.000 

Fuel  oil 

1955 

Steel 

105 

6.000 

Fuel  oil 

1960 

Steel 

107 

4.000 

Fue(  oil 

1955 

Steel 

130 

1.000 

Fuel  oil 

1959 

Steel 

150 

1.000 

Fuel  oil 

1955 

Steel 

201 

1.000 

Fuel  oil 

1956 

Steel 

202 

1.000 

Fuel  oil 

1956 

Steel 

206-1 

1.000 

Fuel  oil 

1963 

Steel 

206-2 

1.000 

Fuel  oil 

1963 

Steel 

215 

10.000 

Fuel  oil 

1956 

Steel 

215 

600 

Waste  fuel 

Steel 

218 

2.500 

Fuel  oil 

1961 

Steel 

229 

3.000 

Fuel  oil 

1974 

Steel 

234 

2.000 

Fuel  oil 

1955 

Steel 

240 

1.050 

Fuel  oil 

1955 

Steel 

410  (8  each) 

25,000 

Aviation  gas 

Abandoned 

Steel 

433 

1,000 

Fuel  oil 

1956 

Steel 

450 

15.000 

Fuel  oil 

1959 

Steel 

453 

15,000 

Fuel  oil 

1959 

Steel 

455-1 

20,000 

Fuel  oil 

1959 

Steel 

455-2 

6,000 

PO  680 

1959 

Steel 

457 

20,000 

Fuel  oil 

1962 

Steel 

466 

550 

Fuel  oil 

1963 

Steel 

467 

275 

Fuel  oil 

1962 

Steel 

468 

2,000 

Fuel  oil 

1967 

Steel 

470 

1,500 

Fuel  oil 

1962 

Steel 

491 

550 

Fuel  oil 

Not  in  use 

Steel 

492 

550 

Fuel  oil 

Not  in  use 

Steel 

493 

Gasoline 

Not  in  use 

Steel 

513-1 

4,000 

Fuel  oil 

1955 

Steel 

513-2 

4,000 

Fuel  oil 

1955 

Steel 

513-3 

5,000 

Fuel  oil 

1955 

Steel 

522 

2,500 

Fuel  oil 

1956 

Steel 

551 

1,000 

Fuel  oil 

1956 

Steel 

552 

1.000 

Fuel  oil 

1956 

Steel 

555 

/50 

Fuel  oil 

1968 

Steel 

Tablt  3.3-4.  tnvantory  of  Inactiva  Undarground  Storage  Tanks 
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Location 
(Facility  No.) 

Capacity 

(gallons)* 

Contents 

Installation 

Date* 

Construction 

Material 

556 

4,000 

Fuel  oil 

1959 

Steel 

613-1 

4,000 

Fuel  oil 

1955 

Steel 

613-2 

4,000 

Fuel  oil 

1955 

Steel 

613-3 

4,000 

Fuel  oil 

1955 

Steel 

625 

4.000 

Fuel  oil 

1956 

Steel 

630 

1,050 

Fuel  oil 

1955 

Steel 

640 

1,000 

Fuel  oil 

1955 

Steel 

641-1 

560 

Fuel  oil 

1955 

Steel 

641-2 

1,000 

Fuel  oil 

1955 

Steel 

645 

560 

Fuel  oil 

1955 

Steel 

700 

1,500 

Fuel  oil 

1957 

Steel 

702 

2,000 

Fuel  oil 

1955 

Steel 

800 

575 

Fuel  oil 

1956 

Steel 

1016 

575 

Fuel  oil 

Not  in  Use 

Steel 

1225 

1,050 

Fuel  oil 

1960 

Steel 

*  Providad  whan  availabla. 


Nota:  All  tanka  to  ba  ramovad. 
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Of  the  70  aboveground  storage  tanks  on  base,  all  but  two  are  still  active. 
Table  3.3-5  provides  an  inventory  of  the  aboveground  storage  tanks.  The 
two  largest  aboveground  storage  tanks,  which  have  been  pickled  due  to 
impending  closure,  are  1,260,000  and  840,000  gallons.  Both  were  utilized 
as  JP-4  storage  units.  The  tanks  were  supplied  by  a  13-mile  pipeline 
operated  by  the  Rail  Terminal  Company.  This  pipeline  originates  at  the 
Mississippi  River  where  JP-4  was  brought  in  by  barge  and  stored  in  two 
large  tanks  at  the  river  awaiting  transfer  to  the  base.  There  are  24  oil- water 
separators  at  Eaker  AFB  (Table  3.3-6),  which  range  in  size  from  60  to  5,000 
gallons. 

Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  has  several  inactive  and  active  storage  tanks  on 
site.  These  include: 

•  Two  inactive  1,200-gallon  Jet  A  Fuel  USTs  that  have  not  been 
used  since  1 990 

•  One  inactive  10,000-gallon  AVGAS  UST  now  laying 
aboveground  on  the  north  end  of  the  airport  propeay.  This  tank 
still  contains  approximately  1,200  gallons  of  product. 

Active  storage  tanks  at  Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  include  a  1 5,000-gallon 
aboveground  storage  tank  which  contains  AVGAS  and  a  1 00-gallon  gasoline 
aboveground  storage  tank  used  to  fuel  ground  vehicles. 

Closure  Baseline.  USTs  identified  to  support  reuse  activities  must  comply 
with  all  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  regarding  system 
integrity,  spill  prevention,  and  liability  insurance.  USTs  that  do  not  meet 
current  regulations  will  be  deactivated  and  removed.  The  Air  Force  currently 
plans  to  remove  107  of  the  126  USTs  remaining  on  base;  the  tanks 
identified  for  removal  are  listed  in  Table  3.3.5.  An  additional  eight  USTs  will 
be  removed  under  the  base  IRP  (Aviation  Fuel  USTs).  Four  USTs  at  the 
AAFES  service  station  successfully  passed  a  tank  tightness  test  in 
September  of  1991  and  will  remain  in  place.  The  remaining  seven  USTs  will 
be  studied  under  a  RCRA  corrective  measures  investigation  during  FY  1 993 
to  determine  if  removal  is  necessary. 

The  aboveground  storage  tanks  will  be  purged  to  minimize  fire  hazards  at 
base  closure,  and  reactivated  if  needed  to  support  reuse  activities.  All  oil- 
water  separators  will  be  pumped  and  cleaned  of  contaminants. 

3.3.5  Asbestos 

Asbestos-containing  building  material  (ACBM)  remediation  is  regulated  by 
the  U.S.  ERA,  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA), 
and  the  ADPCE.  Asbestos  fiber  emissions  into  the  ambient  air  are  regulated 
in  accordance  with  Section  1 12  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA),  which 
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TabI*  3.3-5.  Invantory  of  Aboveground  Storage  Tanka 
_ Page  1  of  2 


Location 
(Facility  No.) 

Capacity 

(gallons)* 

Contents 

Installation 

Date* 

Construction 

Material* 

100 

110 

Diesel  fuel 

Steel 

105 

15 

Gasoline 

Steel 

106 

550 

Oil/water  separator 

1989 

Fiberglass 

140 

25 

Diesel  fuel 

Steel 

204 

110 

Diesel  fuel 

Steel 

205 

110 

Diesel  fuel 

1991 

Steel 

207 

110 

Diesel  fuel 

Steel 

214 

60 

Diesel  fuel 

Steel 

223 

1,000 

Detergent 

1960 

Steel 

233 

600 

Diesel  fuel 

1962 

Steel 

320 

2,500 

JP-4 

1955 

410 

25,000 

Gasoline 

1988 

Steel 

410 

300 

Oil/water  separator 

1986 

Steel 

411 

25,000 

Diesel  fuel 

1988 

Steel 

412 

25,000 

Diesel  fuel 

1988 

Steel 

414-1 

3,000 

JP-4  reclaimed 

1986 

Steel 

414-2 

3,000 

JP-4  reclaimed 

1986 

Steel 

414-3 

3,000 

JP-4  reclaimed 

1986 

Steel 

424 

12,000 

Deicing  fluid 

1965 

Steel 

425 

12,000 

Deicing  fluid 

1965 

Steel 

433 

110 

Gasoline 

Steel 

463 

110 

Diesel  fuel 

1964 

Steel 

464 

50 

Diesel  fuel 

Steel 

480 

50 

Diesel  fuel 

Steel 

481 

840,000 

JP-4 

1956 

Steel 

484 

1,260,000 

JP-4 

1956 

Steel 

491 

110 

Diesel  fuel 

1955 

Steel 

492 

550 

Diesel  fuel 

Steel 

493 

275 

Diesel  fuel 

1990 

Steel 

556 

275 

Diesel  fuel 

Steel 

705 

50 

Diesel  fuel 

Steel 

808 

60 

Diesel  fuel 

1991 

Steel 

820 

150 

Diesel  fuel 

Steel 

854 

25 

Diesel  fuel 

Steel 

1007 

150 

Diesel  fuel 

Steel 

3-58 


Baker  AFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FEtS 


Tabia  3.3-5. 

Inventory  of  Aboveground  Storage  Tanks 
Page  2  of  2 

Location 

Capacity 

Installation 

Construction 

(Facility  No.) 

(gallons)* 

Contents 

Date* 

Material* 

1200 

275 

Diesel  fuel 

1958 

1215-1 

250 

Propane 

1215-2 

250 

Propane 

1220-1 

250 

Propane 

1980 

1220-2 

250 

Propane 

1220-3 

250 

Propane 

1220-4 

275 

Diesel  fuel 

1225 

275 

Diesel  fuel 

1229-1 

250 

Propane 

1229-2 

250 

Propane 

1232 

500 

Diesel  fuel 

1234 

500 

Diesel  fuel 

1238-2 

500 

Waste  JP-4 

1989 

Steel 

1244-1 

250 

Propane 

1244-2 

250 

Propane 

1255 

275 

Diesel  fuel 

1256 

275 

Diesel  fuel 

1260 

110 

Diesel  fuel 

1281 

560 

Diesel  fuel 

1985 

Steel 

1282 

560 

Gasoline 

1985 

Steel 

1283 

560 

Gasoline 

1985 

Steel 

1285 

1,000 

Diesel  fuel 

1990 

1287 

750 

Diesel  fuel 

1303 

2,500 

JP-4 

1960 

1307 

Propane 

1308 

500 

Propane 

1320 

500 

Diesel  fuel 

1340 

5,000 

Reclaimed  fuel 

1972 

1380 

110 

Diesel  fuel 

1392 

110 

Diesel  fuel 

1649 

60 

Diesel  fuel 

1767 

60 

Diesel  fuel 

2026 

110 

Diesel  fuel 

*  Provided  wheit  available. 
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Table  3.3-6. 

Inventory  of  Oii/Water  Separators  at  Eaker  AFB 

Location 

Description 

Capacity  (Gal) 

100 

Fire  station  wash  rack 

250 

106 

Nonpowered  AGE 

2,600 

203 

FMS 

165 

214 

AGE 

397 

215 

Field  maintenance  shops 

60 

223 

Aircraft  wash  rack 

5,000 

410 

Fuels  tanks  410-412 

300 

452 

Nose  dock 

2,000 

453 

Nose  dock 

2,000 

455 

Corrosion  control 

4,000 

455 

Corrosion  control 

165 

457 

Fuel  cell  dock 

750 

457 

Fuel  cell  dock 

750 

465 

Vehicle  wash  rack 

5,000 

467 

Refuel  vehicle  maintenance 

300 

468 

Automotive  maintenance 

500 

468 

Automotive  maintenance 

4,300 

474 

Civil  Engineering  wash  rack 

165 

1234 

Fuels  lateral  control  pits 

1,500 

1236 

Fuels  parking  area 

200 

1238 

Fuels  laboratory 

200 

1285 

Integrated  maintenance 

2,700 

1288 

Missile  Maintenance  Squadron 
AGE 

1,800 

1344 

Waste  oil  storage 

500 

established  the  National  Emissions  Standards  for  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants 
(NESHAP).  The  NESHAP  regulations  address  the  demolition  or  renovation  of 
buildings  with  asbestos-containing  materials  lACM).  The  Toxic  Substances 
Control  Act  (TSCA)  and  the  Asbestos  Hazard  Emergency  Response  Act 
(AHERA)  provide  the  regulatory  basis  for  handling  ACBM  in  kindergarten 
tfirough  1 2th  grade  school  buildings.  AHERA  and  OSHA  regulations  cover 
worker  protection  for  employees  who  work  around  or  remediate  ACBM. 

The  state  of  Arkansas  regulations  pertaining  to  ACBM  remediation  are  found 
in  the  Arkansas  Air  Pollution  Control  Code  (ACA  8-4-101  et  seq.)  and  the 
Arkansas  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Act  (ACA  8-7-201  et  seq.). 

Renovation  or  demolition  of  buildings  with  ACM,  has  a  potential  for 
releasing  asbestos  fibers  into  the  air.  Asbestos  fibers  could  be  released  due 
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to  disturbance  or  damage,  from  various  building  materials,  such  as  pipe  and 
boiler  insulation,  acoustical  ceilings,  sprayed-on  fire  proofing,  and  other 
material  used  for  sound-proofing  or  insulation. 

There  are  two  primary  categories  which  describe  ACM.  Friable  ACM  is 
defined  as  any  material  containing  more  than  ^  percent  asbestos  (as 
determined  using  the  method  specified  in  Appendix  A,  Subpart  F,  40  CFR 
Part  763,  Section  1 ,  polarized  light  microscopy)  that,  when  dry,  can  be 
crumbled,  pulverized,  or  reduced  to  powder  by  hand  pressure.  Nonfriable 
ACM  is  defined  as  material  which  contain  more  than  1  percent  asbestos  but 
do  not  meet  the  rest  of  the  criteria  for  friable  ACM. 

Preciosure  Reference.  The  current  Air  Force  practice  is  to  manage  or 
remove  ACM  in  active  facilities,  and  remove  ACM,  per  regulatory 
requirements,  prior  to  facility  demolition.  Removal  of  ACM  occurs  when 
there  is  a  potential  for  asbestos  fiber  release  that  would  affect  the 
environment  or  human  health.  The  Air  Force  policy  concerning  the 
management  of  asbestos  for  base  closures  can  be  found  in  Appendix  G. 

A  basewide  survey  for  ACM  is  required  by  FPMR  disclosure  law  prior  to 
base  disposal. 

An  asbestos  survey  of  selected  base  buildings  was  conducted  in  August 
1992,  and  the  final  report  is  scheduled  for  delivery  in  November  1992.  See 
Appendix  G  for  buildings  surveyed.  A  partial  survey  of  the  hospital, 
conducted  in  1 988,  as  well  as  other  partial  surveys  conducted  prior  to 
facility  renovations  indicates  that  ACM  was  used  as  adhesive  for  floor  and 
ceramic  tiles,  insulation  materials,  and  exterior  siding  in  base  facilities, 
including  base  housing  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1991a).  The  Eaker  AFB  Asbestos 
Management/Operating  Plan  was  developed  to  establish  management  and 
operating  procedures  for  ensuring  that  personnel  are  not  exposed  to 
excessive  levels  of  airborne  asbestos.  The  implementation  of  this  plan  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  Base  Civil  Engineering  (BCE)  office.  The 
Bioenvironmental  Engineers  support  BCE  with  site  surveys,  sampling,  and 
monitoring  of  in-house  asbestos  removal  projects  performed  by  the  on-base 
asbestos  abatement  team  or  outside  contractors.  No  asbestos  surveys  have 
been  conducted  at  the  Blytheville  Municipal  Airport. 

Closure  Baseline.  Asbestos  will  be  removed  as  necessary  to  protect  human 
health.  Beyond  that,  an  analysis  will  be  conducted  to  determine  the  cost 
effectiveness  of  removing  ACM  versus  devaluing  the  property  prior  to  reuse. 
ACM  will  be  removed  if  a  building  is,  or  is  intended  to  be,  used  as  a  school 
or  child-care  facility.  Exposed  friable  asbestos  will  be  removed  in 
accordance  with  applicable  health  laws,  regulations,  and  standards,  if  it  is 
determined  that  a  hazard  exists. 
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3.3.0  PMticida  U««9« 


Th«  f•d«r•l  rtgulationt  that  control  th«  uM  Of  p«stiO(i«>  «rt  conum*d 
wrtWn  tNi  lns#ctic«3*.  FunQic«l«,  and  Rodantictda  Act  (FIFRA) 

PMticida  m»n»Q»tr\*nt  activitma  art  tubi«ct  to  f«d«ral  ragulanont  contatn«d 
in  40  CFR  102.  165,  166,  170,  arrd  171.  All  patt  manao*fn*nt  activmaa  at 
Eakar  AF8  art  conductad  in  accordanca  with  Air  Forca  ragulattoni  and 
manatjamant  racommandationa  which  follow  FIFRA  gutdalirtaa  tat  forth  hy 
tha  atata  of  Arkanaaa 

Pradoaura  Rafaranca.  Tha  Paat  Managamant  Program  at  Eaicar  AFB 
(inciudirtg  tha  golf  couraal  ia  conductad  by  tha  Entomology  Shop  of  tha  97th 
Civil  Enginaarirtg  Squadron  On-baaa  application  practicaa  ara  fraquamty 
inapactad  by  tha  Baaa  Bioanvironmantal  Ertginaarirtg  and  Environmantal 
Haatth  Officaa  Tabla  3.3-7  providaa  an  invantory  of  paaticidaa  currently 
utilaad  at  Eakar  AFB  All  patticidaa  ara  atorad  at  tha  Entomology  Shop, 
Building  1003  Products  ara  purchased  on  an  at  needed  batia.  and  may  be 
directly  obtained  through  local  channels  or  ordered  through  baaa  supply 

Paaticidaa  are  not  uaad  for  grounds  mamtanartce  at  the  Btythaville  Muntcipal 
Airport.  However,  crop-duating  aircraft  have  historically  been  rinsed  of 
paaticidaa  at  tha  airport. 

Qoaura  Beaaiina.  At  the  time  of  closure,  pasticidas  will  be  used  by  the  OL 
for  paat  management  and  grounds  malntenartca. 

3.3.7  Polychlorinatad  Bid»wtyfs 

Commercial  PCBa  ara  industrial  compounds  produced  by  chlorination  of 
brphenyls.  PCBa  persist  in  the  environment,  accumulate  in  organisms,  and 
coiKentrate  in  the  food  chain.  PCBa  are  used  in  electrical  equipment, 
primarily  in  capacitors  and  transformers,  because  they  are  electrically 
nonconductive  and  stable  at  high  temperatures. 

The  disposal  of  these  compounds  is  regulated  under  the  federal  TSCA, 
which  banned  the  manufacture  and  distribution  of  PCBs  with  the  exception 
of  PCBs  used  in  enclosed  systems.  By  federal  definition,  PCS  equipment 
contains  5CK>  parts  per  million  fppm)  PCBs  or  more,  whereas  PC8- 
contaminated  equipment  contains  PC8  concentrations  equal  to  or  greater 
than  50  ppm  but  less  than  500  ppm.  TSCA  regulates  and  U  S  EPA 
enforces  the  removal  and  disposal  of  all  sources  of  PCBs  containing  50  ppm 
Of  more;  the  regulations  are  more  stringent  for  PC8  equipment  than  for  PCB- 
contaminated  equipment. 

Arkansas  regulates  PCBs  through  the  AOPCE  under  the  Hazardous  Waste 
Management  Code  of  1979,  ACA  8-7-201  et  seq. 
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T«bl«  3.3*7.  PMtlcidM 
P«a«  1  of  2 


Product  Quantity 


fntocticidM 


Baygon 

3 

gailona 

Baygon  2% 

2 

pounda 

B-Gon# 

20 

pounda 

Calcium  Cyanida 

1 

can 

0-Cor  Waspatoppar 

110 

cana 

Damon  WP 

1 

pound 

Diazinon  2D 

20 

pounda 

Diazinon  2% 

5 

pounda 

4E  Dursban 

5 

gailona 

Dursban  L.O. 

6 

aa  1 .25  oz.  bonlat 

Ream  W 

2 

pounda 

Gencor 

40 

bottles 

Kiltmaatar  li 

1/2 

gallon 

Malathion  E.C. 

2 

gallons 

Malatbion  T.  Grada 

4 

drums 

Orthane 

23 

ounces 

Paradiachlorbanzina 

36 

pounds 

Parma  Dust  PT240 

34 

cases 

Phoatoxin 

1 

pound 

Pyrid 

10 

cans 

Safrotin  E.C. 

70 

bottles 

Savin  Duat 

40 

pounds 

Tempo 

24 

bottles 

Synthrin 

1/2 

gallon 

Tap 

2 

gallons 

Ouraban  4E 

5 

gallons 

Tarmitlcida 

Ouraban  TC 

5 

gallons 
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Tsbi*  3.3-7.  PMticidn 
Pag*  2  of  2 


Product  Quantity 


Rodanticid** 


Anticoagulant 

31 

pounds 

Avitrol  (used  for  birds) 

25 

pounds 

Rival 

35 

pounds 

R-55  Rapallant 

3 

gallons 

Talon  G 

1 

case 

Fungicidas 

Benlate 

8 

pounds 

Harbicidas 

Banafin  2.5  Granule 

25 

pounds 

Campaign 

60 

gallons 

Diquat 

20 

gallons 

Oowpon  M 

5 

pounds 

OSMA 

10 

gallons 

Hi- Yield  Decimate 

2 

gallons 

Hyvar  XL 

60 

gallons 

Kerb 

3 

pounds 

Monuron  80  WP 

20 

pounds 

MSMA  Plus 

10 

gallons 

Nix  Killer 

1 

Mint 

Oxford  Low  Grow 

6 

gallons 

Ron  Star 

20 

pounds 

Round  Up 

30 

gallons 

Simazine 

10 

pounds 

Trimec 

15 

gallons 

Wilt  Pruf 

2 

gallons 
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Praciosura  Rafaranca.  The  Environmental  Management  Office  is  responsible 
for  the  management  of  PCBs  at  Eaker  AEB.  Currently,  no  Air  Force-ovt/ned 
equipment  contains  over  50  ppm  PCB.  Three  on-base  regulators  owned  by 
Arkansas  Power  &  Light  currently  contain  over  50  ppm  PCB.  These 
regulators  are  presently  labeled.  Transformers  at  the  Blythe ville  Municipal 
Airport  owned  by  MCEC  have  not  been  tested  for  PCB  content. 

Cloture  Batalina.  Arkansat  Power  &  Light  will  own  three  pieces  of  federally 
regulated  PCB-contaminatad  equipment  on  base  at  closure.  New  owners 
will  be  informed  of  items  containing  less  than  50  ppm  PCBs  which  remain  in 
place.  PCB  items  remaining  after  base  closure  will  be  managed  in 
compliance  with  federal  and/or  state  regulations.  Arkansas  Power  &  Light 
will  retain  responsibility  for  management  of  their  equipment. 

3.3.8  Radon 

Radon  is  a  naturally  occurring,  colorless,  and  odorless  radioactive  gas  that  is 
produced  by  radioactive  decay  of  naturally  occurring  uranium.  Uranium 
decays  to  radium,  of  which  radon  gas  is  a  by-product.  Radon  is  found  in 
high  concentration  in  rocks  containing  uranium,  such  as  granite,  shale, 
phosphate,  and  pitchblende.  Atmospheric  radon  is  diluted  to  insignificant 
concentrations.  Radon  that  is  present  in  soil,  however,  can  enter  a  building 
through  small  spaces  and  openings,  accumulating  in  enclosed  areas,  such  as 
basements.  The  cancer  risk  caused  by  exposure,  through  the  inhalation  of 
radon,  is  currently  a  topic  of  concern. 

There  are  no  federal  or  state  standards  regulating  radon  exposure  at  the 
present  time.  The  U.S.  EPA  offers  a  pamphlet,  "A  Citizen's  Guide  to 
Radon"  (U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  19861,  which  offers  advice 
to  persons  concerned  with  radon  in  their  home.  U.S.  Air  Force  policy 
requires  implementation  of  the  Air  Force  Radon  Assessment  and  Mitigation 
Program  (RAMP)  to  determine  levels  of  radon  exposure  of  military  personnel 
and  their  dependents.  The  U.S.  EPA  has  made  testing  recommendations  for 
both  residential  structures  and  schools.  For  residential  structures,  using  a  2- 
to  7-day  charcoal  canister  test,  a  level  between  4  and  20  picocuries  per  liter 
(pCi/l)  should  lead  to  additional  screening  within  a  few  years.  For  levels  of 
20  to  200  pCi/l,  additional  confirmation  sampling  should  be  accomplished 
within  a  few  months.  If  the  level  is  in  excess  of  200  pCi/l,  the  structure 
should  be  evacuated  immediately.  Schools  are  to  use  a  2-day  charcoal 
canister  test;  if  readings  are  4  to  20  pCi/l,  a  9-month  school  year  survey  is 
required.  Table  3.3-8  summarizes  the  recommended  radon  surveys  and 
action  levels. 

Preclosure  Reference.  The  Air  Force  policy  requires  a  detailed  radon 
assessment  program  for  levels  of  4  pCi/l  or  greater.  The  initial  screening 
survey  at  Eaker  AFB  was  conducted  in  1 988  by  the  base  Bioenvironmental 
Engineering  Group.  The  survey  consisted  of  36  samples  taken  from  military 
housing  units,  the  child-care  center,  billeting,  and  the  airman's  dormitories. 
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Tabl*  3.3*8.  Racommanded  Radon  Survaya  and  Mitigationa 


Facility 

U.S.  EPA  Action 

Level 

Recommendation 

Residential 

4  to  20  pCi/l 

Additional  screening. 

Expose  detector  for  1  year. 

Reduce  radon  levels  within 

3  years  if  confirmed  high  readings 
exist. 

Residential 

20  to  200  pCi/l 

Perform  follow-up  measurements. 
Expose  detectors  for  no  more  than 

6  months. 

Residential 

Above  200  pCi/l 

Perform  follow-up  measurements. 
Expose  detectors  for  no  more  than 

1  week. 

Immediately  reduce  radon  levels. 

Two-Day  Weekend  Measurement 

School 

4  to  20  pCi/l 

Confirmatory  9-month  survey. 

Alpha  track  or  ion  chamber 
survey. 

School 

Greater  than  20  pCi/l 

Diagnostic  survey  or  mitigation. 

Not*:  ConaroM  hM  Mt  a  national  goal  for  indoor  radon  concantration  of  th*  outdoor  ambiant 
lavala  of  0.2  to  0.7  pCi/l. 


All  aamples  resulted  in  radon  levels  below  the  U.S.  EPA's  recommended 
mitigation  level  of  4  pCi/l;  dierefore.  no  detailed  assessment  survey  is 
needed  and  mitigation  activities  are  not  necessary  or  advised.  Radon  testing 
has  not  been  conducted  at  Blythe ville  Municipal  Airport. 

Closure  Baseline.  Initial  radon  screening  sample  results  were  all  below 
4  pCi/l;  no  follow-up  assessment  survey  is  required. 

3.3.9  Medicri/Biohazardous  Waste 

Current  federal  regulations  do  not  provide  for  regulation  of  medical  wastes, 
but  do  allow  states  to  individually  regulate  medical  wastes.  The  disposal  of 
medical/biohazardous  waste  generated  at  Baker  AFB  is  conducted  under  the 
Arkansas  Department  of  Health  Rules  and  Regulations  Pertaining  to  the 
Management  of  Special  Waste  from  Health  Care  Regulating  Facilities  (ACA 
20-7-109). 

Predosure  Reference.  Baker  AFB  currently  operates  a  25-bed  hospital  which 
provides  both  in-  and  out-patient  care  to  active  military  and  their 
dependents,  as  well  as  retirees  and  their  dependents.  The  clinic  currently 
produces  approximately  600  pounds  of  medical/biohazardous  waste  per 
month.  The  waste  is  collected  weekly  by  a  contractor  and  disposed  off 
base  at  a  permitted  landfill  in  accordance  with  the  state  regulations.  Waste 
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goneration  will  decline  with  the  approach  of  base  closure  as  services  are 
phased  out.  The  clinic  dispenses  only  tablet  form  chemotherapeutic  drugs 
and  does  not  engage  in  radiation  treatment  activities.  A  small  amount  of 
medical/biohazardous  waste  is  generated  by  the  on-base  dental  and 
veterinary  clinics;  this  amount  is  included  as  part  of  the  monthly  total  and 
disposed  by  the  same  contractor. 

Medical  and  dental  X-ray  operations,  as  well  as  other  on-base  X-ray  and 
photographic  operations,  produce  photochemical  wastes  and  utilize  silver 
recovery  units.  The  silver  recovery  units  treat  photochemical  wastes  prior 
to  discharge  to  the  local  sewage  system.  No  medical/biohazardous  waste  is 
generated  at  Biytheville  Municipal  Airport. 

Dosure  Baseline.  The  hospital  will  be  inactive  and  no  biohazardous  waste 
will  be  generated  at  base  closure.  Existing  biohazardous  waste  will  be 
processed  and  removed  prior  to  closure  in  accordance  with  appropriate 
federal,  state,  and  local  regulations. 

3.3.10  Ordnance 

Eaker  AFB  has  operated  an  Explosive  Ordnance  Disposal  (EOOi  Range  since 
the  mid-1950s.  The  EOO  Range  is  located  along  the  western  boundary  of 
Landfill  4,  approximately  2,000  feet  east  of  the  main  runway  (see 
Figure  3.3-21.  The  EOO  Range  consists  of  an  open  grass-covered  field, 
approximately  800  feet  by  700  feet  in  size,  with  a  metal  burn  furnace, 
numerous  burn  pits,  and  various  bunkers  used  for  protection  of  personnel. 
Adjacent  to  and  included  as  part  of  the  northern  boundary  of  the  EOD  Range 
is  the  40-mjiiimeter  grenade  range,  approximately  300  feet  wide  by 
1 ,340  feet  long. 

An  outdoor  small  arms  firing  range  is  located  in  the  northwest  portion  of 
Eaker  AFB,  between  the  military  family  housing  area  and  the  Fire  Protection 
Area  (see  Figure  3.3-2).  The  range  was  constructed  in  1957  and  consists 
of  three  earthen  berms  forming  an  open  rectangle,  and  several  wooden 
baffles  which  dissect  the  width  of  the  range. 

Any  ordnance  remaining  after  disposal  is  regulated  under  RCRA;  the 
transportation  of  any  ordnance  falls  under  U.S.  DOT  regulations. 

Preclosure  Reference.  The  EOD  Range  operates  under  an  RCRA  Part  B 
permit  (AR857 1924473)  application,  submitted  to  the  U.S.  EPA  in  1988. 
Materials  disposed  include  commercial  dynamite,  jet  engine  ignition 
cartridges,  flares,  and  various  types  of  ammunition,  such  as  40-miilimeter 
rifle  grenades,  50-caliber  shells,  and  other  types  of  ordnance. 
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Approximately  25  pounds  of  small  arms  ammunition  is  disposed  of  every  3 
to  5  months  by  burning  the  material  in  the  burn  furnace.  Diesel  fuel  is 
utilized  as  an  ignition  source.  Other  materials  are  placed  in  open,  unlined 
ear^en  pits  and  either  detonated  or  burned.  Residue  from  such  activities  is 
then  covered  with  4  to  6  feet  of  soil.  Recently  these  disposal  activities 
have  occurred  monthly,  with  an  annual  net  explosive  weight  of 
approximately  50  pounds. 

The  firing  range  is  utilized  on  a  regular  basis  to  qualify  military  personnel  in 
small  arms  proficiency.  Targets  are  placed  at  various  intervals  and  fired 
upon,  with  most  bullets  lodging  in  the  protection  berm  at  the  rear  of  the 
range.  These  bullets,  which  contain  lead,  could  pose  a  threat  to  human 
health  and  the  environment.  No  known  ordnance  hazards  exist  at  Bfytheville 
Municipal  Airport. 

Closure  Baseline.  The  £00  Range  will  be  cleared  of  ordnance  prior  to 
disposal  of  that  parcel.  A  draft  closure  plan  will  be  submitted  for  approval 
to  U.S.  EPA  and  the  AOPCE  within  90  days  after  receipt  of  a  consent  order 
form  ADPCE.  The  Small  Arms  Firing  Range  will  be  cleared  of  spent  bullets 
by  the  U.S.  Air  Force  prior  to  disposal  of  that  facility. 

3.4  NATURAL  ENVIRONMENT 

This  section  describes  the  affected  environment  for  natural  resources:  soils 
and  geology,  water  resources,  air  quality,  noise,  biological  resources,  and 
cultural  resources. 

3.4.1  Soils  and  Geology 

Soils,  geology,  mineral  resources,  and  seismic  issues  are  addressed  in  this 
section.  The  ROi  for  soils  is  localized  and  limited  to  Eaker  AFB.  The  ROI  for 
geology  extends  to  include  the  general  tectonic  framework  that 
encompasses  Mississippi  County. 

3.4. 1.1  SoHs.  All  of  Eaker  AFB  is  located  on  the  Amagon-Dundee-Crevasse 
association  (U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  1971).  This  association  is 
typified  by  being  poorly  to  excessively  drained,  and  loamy  and  sandy  in 
character.  Small  sand  blown  areas,  almost  dune-like  in  texture  and 
morphology,  are  not  uncommon.  About  30  percent  of  Mississippi  County's 
surface  is  of  this  same  association. 

There  are  1 7  soils  units  mapped  within  the  Eaker  AFB  boundary.  About  half 
of  the  area  of  the  base  is  mapped  as  Routon-Dundee-Crevasse  complex,  in 
which  Routon,  Dundee,  and  Crevasse  soils  are  so  intermingled  as  to  be 
practically  inseparable.  Also  commonly  mapped  are  Steele  and  Tunica  soils. 
Clays,  silts,  sands,  and  loam  are  by  far  the  predominant  textural- 
compositional  components  of  these  17  soils  units.  The  U.S.  Department  of 
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Agricuiture  (1971)  provides  detail  about  the  soils  types,  description,  and 
uses.  The  characteristics  of  these  soils  are  summarized  m  Table  3.4'1,  and 
the  general  distribution  of  soils  on  the  base  is  shown  in  Figure  3.4-1. 

All  soils  in  the  county  (including  those  on  Eaker  AFB)  result  from  the 
weatiiering  of  ancient  alluvial  Mississippi  River  flood  deposits,  overprinted 
by  the  minor  effects  of  recent  eolian  (windblown)  action.  Most  of  the  soils 
at  Eaker  AFB  are  relatively  nontransmissive,  fine-grained,  clayey  soils,  which 
promote  rapid  runoff  of  rain  with  little  infiltration.  Under  these 
circumstances,  surface  spills  of  contaminants  would  normally  be  transported 
downstream  and  into  the  surface  drainage  with  each  rainstorm.  Ail  mobile 
contaminants  that  do  infiltrate  the  soils  would  probably  be  carried  slowly 
downgradient  in  a  southwesterly  direction  by  groundwater. 

There  are  several  areas  on  Eaker  AFB  where  soils  are  likely  to  be 
contaminated  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1985).  These  locations  include  the  FPTA, 
three  JP-4  spill  sites,  various  underground  waste  oil  tank  sites,  and  four 
landfill  areas.  Each  of  these  areas  will  be  investigated  independently  to 
determine  the  extent  of  contamination,  if  any.  Descriptions  and  locations  of 
these  areas  are  found  in  Section  3.3,  Hazardous  Materials  and  Hazardous 
Waste  Management. 

Land  use  after  disposal  of  any  parcels  will  be  partially  determined  by  soil 
distribution.  Most  of  the  base  property  is  not  well  suited  for  the 
construction  of  buildings  because  of  the  shrink/swell  potential  of  the  soils 
(Booker  and  Associates,  n.d.).  However,  limits  on  construction  of  buildings 
in  the  area  can  be  overcome  by  engineering  practices,  including  stronger 
foundations  in  building  construction.  Almost  ail  of  the  soils  on  the  base  are 
suitable,  without  restriction,  for  agriculture.  The  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  SCS  determined  that  all  arable  land  on  Eaker  AFB  is  prime 
farmland  (U.S.  Air  Force,  n.d.;  7  USC  5  §4201 -4209;  7  CFR  Part  658). 
However,  the  very  sandy  areas  are  least  farmable  due  to  excessive 
infiltration  of  precipitation.  The  Farmland  Conversion  Impact  Rating  Forms, 
AD-1006,  are  presented  in  Appendix  H. 

3.4. 1.2  Physiography  and  Geology 

Physiography.  Eaker  AFB,  like  all  of  Mississippi  County,  is  located  in  the 
Mississippi  Embayment  of  the  Atlantic  and  Gulf  Coastal  Plains  physiographic 
province  (Murray,  1961).  The  terrain  in  Mississippi  County  is 
characteristically  very  flat  and  level  except  in  areas  very  close  to  the 
Mississippi  River.  Elevations  on  Eaker  AFB  property  range  from  245  to 
265  feet  above  MSL  (Booker  and  Associates,  n.d  ). 

Due  to  the  very  low  relief,  runoff  from  the  base  is  assisted  by  the  use  of 
man-made  drainage  canals.  Because  the  surficial  deposits  are  so  young 
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EXPLANATION  Soiis  Distribution 


QSoil  series  and  area.  See 
T^le  3.4-1  tor  explanation. 

— Base  Boundary 


nj — I 

0  625  1250  2500  Feet 


Figure  3.4-1 
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(Quaternary  in  age)  the  strata  have  not  yet  developed  any  distinct 
geomorphic  features,  aside  from  the  overall  original  flatness. 

Geology.  All  of  Mississippi  County  is  typified  by  Quaternary  alluvium  at  the 
surface,  which  averages  about  125  feet  in  thickness  (Murray,  1961).  This 
alluvial  wedge,  which  is  thickest  near  the  Mississippi  River  and  thins  in  a 
westerly  direction,  is  composed  of  clays,  silts,  sand,  and  minor  gravel. 

In  the  area  of  Eaker  AFB,  rocks  of  Cambrian  and  Ordovician  age  comprise 
the  known  basement  terrain.  Precambhan  rocks  are  probably  present  and 
underlie  the  Cambrian  sequence,  but  their  presence  is  not  documented. 
Overlying  the  Ordovician  strata,  with  great  disconformity,  are  650  feet  of 
strata  of  Late  Cretaceous  age.  In  turn,  1 ,875  feet  of  Tertiary  detrital 
deposits  conformably  overlap  the  Cretaceous  strata.  Finally,  the  Quaternary 
alluvium,  discussed  above,  was  deposited  by  the  Mississippi  River. 

There  are  no  mineral  deposits  of  economic  interest  known  or  expected  to  be 
discovered  in  Mississippi  County  (Arkansas  Geological  and  Conservation 
Commission,  1985).  Typically  the  clays,  sands,  and  gravels  which  are  near 
the  surface  in  Mississippi  County  are  intermixed,  and  practically  inseparable 
for  use  in  construction  or  other  purposes.  Coal,  petroleum,  and  bromine-rich 
water  are  produced  routinely  in  other  parts  of  Arkansas,  based  upon 
exploration  data,  and  are  not  believed  to  be  present  in  the  northeast  corner 
of  the  state.  Adjacent  counties  have  produced  or  still  produce  clay,  sand, 
and  grave)  for  commercial  use. 

Eaker  AFB  is  known  to  be  in  a  zone  of  recent  seismic  activity  (Jackson, 
1979).  The  Mississippi-Wabash  Seismic  Belt  includes  all  of  Mississippi 
County,  Arkansas,  as  well  as  parts  of  seven  states  along  the  Mississippi  and 
Wabash  rivers.  The  New  Madrid  fault,  along  which  some  of  the  strongest 
earthquakes  in  North  America  have  been  generated  and  recorded,  is  located 
less  than  50  miles  from  Eaker  AFB.  Tremors  are  routinely  recorded  and  felt 
near  the  base  as  a  result  of  this  tectonic  feature.  Because  of  the  nature  of 
the  ground  and  proximity  of  the  groundwater  to  the  surface,  the  potential 
for  liquefaction  is  substantial  for  the  area  near  Eaker  AFB.  The  area  lies 
within  a  risk  zone  that  is  classified  as  Seismic  Zone  III,  which  is  a  moderate 
risk  zone.  Mississippi  County  has  the  potential  for  damage  associated  with 
earthquakes  of  magnitudesAntensities  of  VI  on  the  Modified  Mercalli 
Intensity  Scale  (Jackson,  1979). 

Because  of  the  high  risk  due  to  seismicity  in  the  Eaker  AFB  area,  there  are 
local  ordinances  that  govern  the  construction  and  upgrading  of  buildings. 

The  city  of  Blytheville  has  adopted  the  1991  Southern  Building  Code  (SBC) 
to  guide  contractors  and  architects  regarding  construction  standards 
(Stanbokin,  1992). 
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3.4.2  Water  Resources 


The  ROi  for  water  resources  is  localized  and  limited  to  the  base,  and 
contiguous  water  bodies.  Calculations  of  wetland  acreage  include  the  entire 
water  body,  even  if  portions  extend  off  base.  Coastal  areas  and  wild  and 
scenic  rivers  are  absent  from  the  ROI. 

3.4.2. 1  Surface  Weter.  Eaker  AFB  is  within  the  St.  Francis  River 
watershed  of  the  Lower  Mississippi  River  Basin.  The  hydrologic  setting  is 
characteristic  of  the  Mississippi  River  floodplain.  Several  agricultural 
drainage  ditches  and  bayous  have  been  dredged  in  the  fiat  terrain  for  use  in 
the  drainage  system.  A  combination  of  open  drainage  ditches  and  storm 
drains  is  used  to  capture  and  direct  runoff  from  the  base  (U.S.  Air  Force, 
1985).  The  storm  drainage  system  on  the  base  is  shown  in  Figure  3.4-2. 
Storm  water  runoff  east  of  the  runway  drains  to  Pemiscot  Bayou.  Runoff 
west  of  the  runway  drains  to  Ditch  25.  Both  Ditch  25  and  the  Pemiscot 
Bayou  flow  southwest  to  the  Little  River,  then  to  the  St.  Francis  River  which 
discharges  to  the  Mississippi  River  approximately  1 50  miles  south  of  Eaker 
AFB. 

Additional  minor  surface  water  on  the  base  includes  several  small  ponds. 
Two  artificial  ponds  at  the  southern  end  of  the  base  serve  as  capture 
lagoons  for  runoff  from  the  alert  apron.  South  of  Pemiscot  Bayou  and  east 
of  the  runway  is  a  smaller  pond.  In  addition,  a  4-acre  pond  called  Razorback 
Lake  is  located  just  east  of  the  alert  apron.  Water  quality  in  Razorback  Lake 
is  characterized  by  elevated  concentrations  of  phosphorous  (U.S.  Air  Force, 

1 990c). 

Water  monitoring  stations  for  Pemiscot  Bayou  are  located  near  the  golf 
course  clubhouse,  and  farther  downstream  at  the  SH  151  bridge.  The 
Pemiscot  Bayou  captures  the  runoff  from  areas  east  of  the  runway, 
including  the  landfill,  golf  course,  and  alert  apron.  Runoff  from  the  main 
base  and  most  of  the  flightline  drains  into  Ditch  25.  The  water  quality  of 
Ditch  25  is  monitored  where  the  ditch  leaves  the  base.  Chemical  analyses 
indicate  that  water  quality  is  similar  at  all  three  monitoring  stations  (U.S.  Air 
Force,  1990c).  However,  levels  of  oil,  grease,  and  sulfate  were  higher  at 
the  golf  course  monitoring  station  than  at  the  highway  bridge  station. 
Surface  water  quality  on  base  is  fair.  Nonpoint  source  runoff  from 
agricultural  activities  has  resulted  in  high  sediment  loads. 

The  potential  for  flooding  at  the  base  is  minimal  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1985).  The 
majority  of  the  base  lies  above  the  level  of  the  100-year  floodplain. 

However,  two  areas  are  subject  to  inundation  from  the  1 00-year  flood  event 
(U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  1982):  along 
Pemiscot  Bayou  and  an  unnamed  tributary  to  Ditch  25  at  the  north  end  of 
the  which  are  shown  in  Figure  3.4-2. 
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EXPLANATION  Suilace  Hydrology 
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from  the  100-year  flood 
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The  wetlands  found  on  base  total  54  acres  and  are  located  in  areas  above 
the  headwaters  of  Pemiscot  Bayou.  Headwaters  are  defined  as  the  point  at 
which  a  stream  has  a  flow  of  5  cubic  feet  per  second  for  more  than  half  of 
the  year.  (See  Section  3.4.5,  Biological  Resources,  for  discussion  and 
location  of  wetland  habitat  on  Eaker  AF6.) 

3.4. 2.2  Surface  Drainage.  General  drainage  patterns,  the  storm  drainage 
system,  and  monitoring  sites  on  baso  are  shown  in  Figure  3.4-2.  The  fiat 
topography  and  low  transmissivity  soil  types  on  base  do  not  allow  water  to 
percolate,  creating  standing  water  problems.  Low-lying  areas  throughout 
the  base  (e.g.,  area  east  of  alert  apron)  are  subject  to  flooding  during  heavy 
periods  of  rain.  The  soils  also  contribute  to  the  high  sediment  loads  in  the 
drainage  system. 

Treated  wastewater  effluent  from  the  base  is  discharged  into  Pemiscot 
Bayou  approximately  0.5  mile  south  of  the  base.  The  discharge  is  permitted 
under  the  NPDES  and  effluent  is  in  compliance  with  permit  requirements, 
with  the  exception  of  BOD  and  TSS  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1990c).  Under  the 
existing  permit  a  Notice  of  Violation  has  been  issued  as  a  result  of  the  base 
exceeding  the  BOO  and  TSS  discharge  levels  from  May  1990  to  December 
1991. 

3.4.2.3  Groundwater,  fwo  major  aquifers  underlie  Eaker  AFB,  an  upper 
aquifer  of  sands  w’thin  Quaternary  deposits  and  a  lower  aquifer  of  sands 
within  the  lower  part  of  the  Wilcox  formation  (Tertiary  age),  irrigation  wells 
and  rural  residences  generally  obtain  water  from  the  Quaternary  sands.  The 
on-base  and  municipal  supply  wells  obtain  potable  water  from  the  Wilcox 
formation.  The  two  aquifers  are  separated  by  a  ridge  of  approximately 
800  feet  of  the  Claiborne  group,  which  consists  of  interbedded  sands  and 
clays. 

The  upper  part  of  the  Quaternary  deposits  consists  of  sandy  clay  and  clay, 
whereas  the  remainder  of  the  deposits  are  mainly  sand  and  gravel.  The 
sands  and  gravels  are  the  major  water-bearing  units  in  the  Quaterna  ^ 
deposits.  The  upper  limit  of  the  aquifer  system,  the  water  table,  is  7  to 
12  feet  below  land  surface  in  the  vicinity  of  the  base  (U.S.  Geological 
Survey,  1990).  The  water  table  is  highest  in  the  area  northeast  of  the  base, 
indicating  that  this  is  an  area  of  recharge  to  the  Quaternary  sands  and 
gravels  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1985).  Recharge  is  by  precipitation.  The  water 
flows  through  the  Quaternary  deposits  in  a  general  southwest  to  south 
direction. 

A  shallow  well  located  at  the  golf  course  clubhouse  is  used  for  nonpotable 
purposes.  The  well  probably  withdraws  water  from  the  Quaternary  deposits 
(U.S.  Air  Force,  1985).  Water  from  the  alluvial  aquifer  is  generally  a 
moderately  hard  to  very  hard  calcium  bicarbonate  and  has  the  potential  for 
subsurface  contamination  resulting  from  past  on-base  practices.  There  are 
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Mvsrki  on  AF8  where  ihe  poientiai  for  coniamiftation  of  the 

Quat*rh*ry  Kluifer  ts  present  (U  S  Air  Force,  1985)  These  locations 
inctucJ*  the  FPTA.  three  JP  4  spitl  sites,  various  underground  waste  oil  tank 
Sites,  and  four  landfill  areas  Each  of  these  areas  must  be  investigated 
irtdependentiy  to  determine  the  extent  of  contamination  The  lower  Wilcox 
formation  aquifer  is  protected  from  contamination  by  the  tnterbedded  sands 
and  clays  of  the  Claiborne  group 

The  wells  that  supply  potable  water  to  Eaker  AF8,  the  city  of  Blyihevilie, 
and  the  city  of  Gosnell  receive  water  from  the  Wilcox  formation  Ihe  cuy  of 
Blythewille  obtains  ns  water  from  four  deep  wells  located  approximately  2  3 
miles  southeast  of  the  base,  and  the  city  of  Gosnell  obtains  its  waxer  f.'o  n 
two  deep  wells  that  are  drilled  to  a  depth  of  1.100  feet  The  base  receives 
Its  poisbie  water  supply  from  two  deep  wells,  the  East  Well  and  the  West 
Wen,  each  drilled  to  a  depth  of  f,310  feet  The  water  quaftty  of  the  deep 
confined  aquifer  is  excellent  Water  m  the  aquifer  is  generaity  soft  and  is  a 
sodium  bicartx>nate  type  (Max  et  al  ,  19851  Chemical  analyses  on  water 
samples  from  the  on-base  wells  indicate  that  the  concentrations  of  dissolved 
solids,  nitrate,  and  chloride  are  considerably  lower  than  the  drinking  water 
standards  (U  S  Air  Force,  199hc).  iron  concentrations  are  slightly  elevated 
in  approximately  half  the  samples;  therefore,  potable  water  is  treated  to 
remove  the  iron. 

Moderate  historical  declines  in  the  groundwater  levels  of  the  Wilcox 
formation  have  been  reported,  although  levels  have  stabilized  m  recent  years 
(U.S.  Geological  Survey,  19901.  Water  levels  m  1971  and  1982  were  at 
historical  lows  of  17  feet  below  land  surface  Since  1982,  water  levels 
have  stabilized  to  between  7  and  12  feet  below  land  surface 

The  average  daily  water  demand  for  Eaker  AFB,  the  city  of  Blytheville,  and 
the  crtY  of  Gosnell  is  0  72  MGD,  4  45  MGO,  and  0  39  MGD,  respectively. 
Estimated  yearly  demand  in  the  ROI  is  5  53  MGD  in  1990,  5  16  MGD  in 
1991,  4.64  MGO  in  1992,  and  3. 22  MGD  in  1993  The  local  water  supplies 
are  adequate  to  meet  the  anticipated  needs  and  no  major  water  resource 
developments  are  expected  (see  Section  3.2  41. 

3.4.3  Air  Qualrtv 

Air  quality  in  a  given  location  is  described  as  the  concentration  of  various 
pollutants  in  the  atmosphere,  generally  expressed  in  units  of  ppm  or 
micrograms  per  cubic  meter  Urg/m^l,  Air  quality  is  determined  by  the  type 
and  amount  of  pollutants  emitted  into  the  atmosphere,  the  size  and 
topography  of  the  air  basin,  and  the  prevailing  meteorological  conditions 
The  significance  of  a  pollutant  concentration  is  determined  by  comparing  it 
to  federal  and/or  state  ambient  air  quality  standards  These  standards 
represent  the  maximum  allowable  atmospheric  concentrations  which  may 
occur  and  still  protect  public  health  and  welfare,  with  a  reasonable  margin  of 
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safety.  The  federal  standards  are  established  by  the  U.S.  EPA  and  termed 
the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS)  The  state  of 
Arkansas  has  adopted  the  NAAQS  as  their  representative  air  quality 
standards  and  they  are  termed  the  Arkansas  Air  Quality  Standards  (AAQS) 
The  NAAQS  and  AAQS  are  presented  in  Table  3.4-2.  The  AAQS  criteria 
pollutants  are  identical  to  the  NAAQS.  The  main  pollutants  considered  m 
this  EIS  are  ozone  (Oj),  carbon  monoxide  ICO),  nitrogen  dioxide  (NO,),  sulfur 
dioxide  ISO,)  and  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter  (PM, 5). 
The  previous  NAAQS  for  particulate  matter  were  based  upon  total 
suspended  particulate  ITSP)  levels;  it  was  replaced  in  1 987  by  ambient 
standards  based  only  on  the  PM,(,  function. 

The  existing  air  quality  of  the  affected  environment  1$  defined  by  air  quality 
data  and  emissions  information.  Air  quality  data  are  obtained  by  examining 
records  from  monitoring  stations  maintained  by  the  ADPCE.  Information  on 
pollutant  cor.centrations  measured  for  short  term  (24  hours  or  less)  and 
long-term  (annual)  averaging  periods  is  extracted  from  the  monitoring  station 
data  in  order  to  characterize  the  existing  air  quality  background  of  the  area. 
Emission  inventory  information  for  the  affected  environment  is  obtained 
from  the  ADPCE,  the  U.S.  EPA,  and  from  Eaker  AFB  Inventory  data  are 
separated  by  pollutant  and  reported  in  tons  per  day  in  order  to  describe  the 
baseline  conditions  of  pollutant  emissions  in  the  area. 

Identifying  the  ROt  for  an  air  quality  assessment  requires  knowledge  of  the 
pollutant  types,  source  emission  rates  and  release  parameters,  the  proximity 
relationships  of  project  emission  sources  to  other  emission  sources,  and 
local  and  regional  meteorological  conditions.  For  inert  pollutants  (all 
pollutants  other  than  ozone  and  its  precursors),  the  ROI  is  generally  limited 
to  an  area  within  a  few  miles  downwind  from  the  source. 

Ozone  is  a  secondary  pollutant  formed  in  the  atmosphere  by  photochemical 
reactions  of  previously  emitted  pollutants,  or  precursors.  Ozone  precursors 
are  mainly  reactive  organic  gases  (ROGs)  in  the  form  of  hydrocarbons  and 
nitrogen  oxides  (NO.).  ROG  are  a  subset  of  the  groups  of  volatile  organic 
compounds  (VOCs!  which  are  compounds  containing  carbon,  excluding  CO, 
carbonic  acid,  metallic  carbides,  metallic  carbonates,  and  ammonium 
carbonate.  ROGs  are  gaseous  forms  of  VOCs  and  do  not  include  methane 
or  other  nonreactive  methane  and  ethane  derivatives.  NO,  is  the 
designation  given  to  the  groups  of  all  oxygenated  nitrogen  species,  including 
nitric  oxide  (NO),  nitrogen  dioxide  (NO,),  nitrous  oxide  {N,0),  nitric 
anhydride  (N^Oj),  and  nitrous  anhydride  (NjO,). 

The  ROI  for  ozone  may  extend  much  farther  downwind  than  the  ROI  for 
inert  pollutants.  In  the  presence  of  solar  radiation,  the  maximum  effect  of 
precursor  emissions  on  ozone  levels  usually  occurs  several  hours  after  they 
are  emitted  and  therefore  many  miles  from  the  source.  Ozone  and  its 
precursors  transported  from  other  regions  can  also  combine  with  local 


Eaker  AFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FFIS 


3-;? 


Table  3.4*2.  National  Ambient  and  Arkansas  Air  Quality  Standards 


National/Arkansas  Standards'*' 

Pollutants 

Averaging  Time 

Primary®’'* 

Secondary*’*' 

Ozone 

1  -hour 

0.12  ppm 

1235  pg/m’) 

Same  as  primary  standard 

Carbon  monoxi(je 

8-hour 

9  ppm 
(10  mg/m’) 

- 

1  -hour 

35  ppm 
(40  mg/m’) 

Nitrogen  dioxide 

Annual 

0.053  ppm 
(100  ;/g/m’) 

Same  as  primary  standard 

Sulfur  dioxide 

Annual 

0.03  ppm 
(80  pg/m’) 

- 

24-hour 

0.14  ppm 
(365  pg/m’) 

- 

3-hour 

• 

1 ,300 
(0.5  ppm) 

PM,o 

Annual 

24-hour 

50  //g/m”** 

1 50  /;g/m’ 

Same  as  primary  standard 

Lead 

Quarterly 

1 .5  //g/m’ 

Same  as  primary  standard 

Notes: 

(a)  National  standards,  other  than  ozone  and  those  based  on  snr>ual  avsrsoes  or  annual  arithmetic  means,  are  not  to 
be  exceeded  more  than  once  a  year.  The  ozone  standard  is  sttairted  when  the  expected  rtumber  of  days  per 
calendar  year,  with  maximum  hourly  average  concentrations  above  the  standard.  It  equal  to  or  lest  than  1 . 

(b)  Concentration  expressed  first  in  units  in  which  it  was  promulgated.  Equivalent  units  given  in  parenthesis  are 
based  on  a  reference  temperature  of  25 *C  and  a  reference  prastura  of  750  millimeters  of  mercury.  All 
measurements  of  air  quality  are  to  be  corrected  to  a  referertca  temperature  of  25°  C  errd  a  reference  pressure  of 
780  millimeters  of  mercury  (1,013.2  millibar);  ppm  in  this  table  refers  to  ppm  by  volume,  or  rr>icromolee  of 
pollutant  per  mole  of  gas. 

(c)  National  PrirruirY  Startdards:  The  levels  of  sir  quality  necessary,  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety  to  protect  the 
public  health.  Each  state  must  attain  the  primary  starxfsrds  no  later  than  3  years  after  that  state's 
implementabon  plan  is  approved  by  the  U.S.  EPA. 

(d)  National  Secondary  Startdards;  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary  to  protect  the  public  welfare  from  any  known 
or  anticipated  adverse  effects  of  a  pollutant.  Each  state  must  attain  the  secondary  standards  within  s 
’reasonable  time"  after  the  implementation  plan  is  approved  by  the  U.S.  EPA. 

(e)  Calculated  as  arithmetic  mean. 

Sources:  Clean  Air  Act,  42  USC  7401  at  saq.;  Arkansas  Water  arrd  Pollution  Control  Act.  S2-1901 . 
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emissions  to  produce  high  local  ozone  concentrations.  Ozone 
concentrations  are  generally  the  highest  during  the  summer  months  and 
coincide  with  periods  of  maximum  solar  radiation.  Maximum  ozone 
concentrations  tend  to  be  regionally  distributed  because  precursor  emissions 
are  homogeneously  dispersed  in  the  atmosphere. 

For  the  purpose  of  air  quality  analysis,  the  ROI  for  emissions  of  ozone 
precursors  from  the  project's  construction  and  operational  activities  would 
be  the  existing  airshed  surrounding  Eaker  AFB,  i.e.,  the  northwest  portion  of 
Mississippi  County.  Project  emissions  of  ROG  and  NO.  are,  therefore, 
compared  to  emissions  generated  within  Mississippi  County.  Mississippi 
County  is  bounded  to  the  east  by  the  Mississippi  River,  to  the  north  by  the 
Missouri  county  line,  to  the  west  by  the  Arkansas  counties  of  Craighead  and 
Poinsett,  and  to  the  south  by  Crittenden  County.  The  ROI  for  emissions  of 
the  inert  pollutants  (CO,  SO^,  and  PM^q)  is  limited  to  the  more  immediate 
area  surrounding  Eaker  AFB.  Project-related  emissions  of  inea  pollutants  are 
therefore  compared  to  preclosure  emissions  as  a  means  of  assessing 
potential  changes  in  air  quality  (see  Section  3. 4. 3. 2). 

The  federal  CAA,  as  amended  in  August  1977  and  November  1990, 
dictates  that  project  emission  sources  must  comply  with  the  air  quality 
standards  and  regulations  that  have  been  established  by  federal,  state,  and 
local  regulatory  agencies.  These  standards  and  regulations  focus  on  (1)  the 
maximum  allowable  ambient  pollutant  concentrations  resulting  from  project 
emissions,  both  separately  and  combined  with  other  surrounding  sources, 
and  (2)  the  maximum  allowable  emissions  from  the  project. 

3.4.3. 1  Regional  Air  Quality.  The  local  topography  near  Eaker  AFB  is 
relatively  flat,  with  gradual  slopes  rising  upward  to  the  west  and  northwest. 
This  topography  near  Eaker  AFB  has  negligible  effects  on  influencing  local 
weather  conditions  and  is  conducive  to  good  dispersion. 

Windspeeds  in  and  around  the  Eaker  AFB  area  average  8  mph  in  the  winter, 
blowing  predominantly  from  the  north.  During  the  spring  and  summer, 
winds  are  generally  from  the  south  blowing  at  an  average  speed  of  about  7 
mph.  Maximum  wind  conditions  for  the  area  usually  occur  during  the  winter 
and  spring.  In  late  summer  and  fall,  winds  blow  from  either  the  north  or  the 
south  at  an  average  of  about  6  mph.  Under  low  wind  conditions,  mixing  is 
reduced  and  local  pollutant  concentrations  can  increase  somewhat. 

According  to  the  U.S.  EPA  guidelines,  an  area  with  air  quality  better  than 
the  NAAQS  is  designated  as  being  in  attainment;  areas  with  worse  air 
quality  are  classified  as  nonattainment  areas.  A  nonattainment  designation 
is  given  to  a  region  if  the  primary  NAAQS  for  any  criteria  pollutant  is 
exceeded  at  any  point  in  the  region  for  more  than  3  days  during  a  3-year 
period.  Pollutants  in  an  area  may  be  designated  as  unclassif'ed  when  there 
is  a  lack  of  data  for  the  U.S.  EPA  to  form  a  basis  of  attainment  status. 
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Mississippi  County  is  designated  as  being  in  attainment  of  all  NAAOS 
(Driskoil,  1992). 

ADPCE  also  designates  areas  of  the  state  as  either  in  attainment  or 
nonattainment  of  the  AAQS.  An  area  is  in  nonattainment  for  a  pollutant  if 
the  AAQS  has  been  exceeded  more  than  once  in  3  years.  Currently 
Mississippi  County  is  designated  as  being  in  attainment  of  the  AAQS  for  all 
criteria  pollutants  (Caple,  1992).  Estimates  of  background  concentrations  in 
the  area  of  Eaker  AFB  were  provided  by  the  ADPCE  and  are  contained  in 
Table  3.4-3  (Porter,  1992). 


Table  3.4-3.  Maxinnum  Allowable  Pollutant  Concentration  Increases  under 

PSD  Regulations 


Maximum  Allowable  Increment  (;/g/m’) 


Pollutant 

Averaging  Time 

Class  1 

Class  II 

Class  III 

TSP 

Annual 

5 

19 

37 

24-Hour 

10 

37 

75 

SOj 

Annual 

2 

20 

40 

24-Hour 

5 

91 

182 

3-Hour 

25 

512 

700 

NO, 

Annual 

2.5 

25 

50 

Notat;  Class  I  arsas  ara  regions  in  wNch  the  air  quality  is  intended  to  be  kept  pristine,  such 
as  national  parks  ar>d  wilderness  areas.  All  other  lands  are  initially  designated  Class 
II.  IrKlividuat  states  have  the  authority  to  redesignate  Class  II  lands  to  Class  III  to 
allow  for  maximum  industrial  use. 

Source:  40  CFR  52.21. 


Preclosure  Reference.  Eaker  AFB  is  located  in  the  Northeast  Arkansas  Air 
Quality  Control  Region  (AQCR)  No.  020.  Major  new  or  modified  stationary 
sources  in  the  area  of  Eaker  AFB  are  subject  to  Prevention  of  Significant 
Deterioration  (PSD)  review  to  ensure  that  these  sources  are  constructed 
without  significant  adverse  deterioration  of  the  clean  air  in  the  area. 
Emissions  from  any  new  or  modified  source  must  be  controlled  using  Best 
Available  Control  Technology  (BACT).  The  air  quality  impacts  in 
combination  with  other  PSD  sources  in  the  area  must  not  exceed  the 
maximum  allowable  incremental  increases  identified  in  Table  3.4-3.  National 
parks  and  wilderness  areas  are  designated  as  Class  I  areas,  where  any 
appreciable  deterioration  in  air  quality  is  considered  significant.  Class  it 
areas  are  those  where  moderate,  well-controlled  industrial  growth  could  be 
permitted.  Class  III  areas  allow  for  greater  industrial  development.  No  PSD 
Class  I  areas  have  been  identified  within  50  miles  of  the  base.  All  of  the 
surrounding  area  is  designated  by  the  U.S.  EPA  as  Class  II.  The  area  is  in 
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attainment  of  all  NAAQS  and  AAQS,  with  typical  ambient  background 
concentrations  as  indicated  in  Table  3.4-4. 


Table  3.4-4.  Ambient  Background  Air  Quality  Concentration  in  the 

Area  of  Eaker  AFB 


Pollutant 

Averaging  Time 

Background* 

Concentration 

CO 

8-Hour 

4.1  ppm 

14,800  PQ/m^) 

1  -Hour 

5.2  ppm 
(6,000  Arg/m*) 

ee 

o 

z 

Annual 

0.008  ppm 
(15  Aflj/m’) 

SOj 

Annual 

0.001  ppm 

13.3  pg/m’) 

24-Hour 

0.013  ppm 
(34  A/g/m*) 

3'Hour 

0.030  ppm 
(80  po/m^} 

PM,o 

Annual 

26.3  pQlm* 

24-Hour 

69  pQlm^ 

*  of  background  concantration  providad  by  tha  AOPCE  (Portor.  1992). 

Eatimatat  of  backgrourtd  concarttration  not  availabla  for  ozona  or  laad. 


Closure  Baseline,  it  can  be  reasonably  assumed  that  pollutant 
concentrations  at  base  closure  would  be  similar  to,  or  somewhat  lower  than, 
concentrations  experienced  under  preclosure  conditions.  This  is  because  the 
major  emission  sources  in  the  Eaker  AFB  area  would  be  eliminated  by 
closure  of  the  base  (i.e.,  aircraft  operations  and  aerospace  ground  activities). 
The  closure  would  also  reduce  the  number  of  motor  vehicles  operating  in  the 
surrounding  area.  Emissions  associated  with  vehicles  assigned  to  the  base, 
military  and  commuting  civilian  employees,  retirees  visiting  Eaker  AFB 
facilities,  and  truck  traffic  associated  with  base  operations  would  all  be 
eliminated  with  the  exception  of  activities  associated  with  the  OL. 

3.4.3.2  Air  Pollutant  Emission  Sources 

Preclosure  Reference.  The  most  recent  emission  inventories  for  Eaker  AFB 
and  Mississippi  County  are  presented  in  Table  3.4-5.  The  emission 
inventory  for  Eaker  AFB  is  representative  of  preclosure  conditions  in  1 989. 
The  inventory  for  Mississippi  County  represents  1987  data.  The  primary 
emission  sources  at  the  base  include  aircraft  flying  operations,  aircraft 
ground  operations,  aerospace  ground  equipment,  motor  vehicles,  fire 
training  exercises,  boilers,  furnaces,  and  an  incinerator.  The  largest  air 
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Table  3.4-6.  Preclosure  Emission  Inventory  (tons  per  day) 


Source 

TSP*** 

o 

(/) 

CO 

ROG 

NOj 

Eaker  AFB*’ 

Aircraft  flying  operations 

0.05 

0.18 

2.03 

2.02 

0.32 

Aircraft  ground  operations 

0.04 

0.004 

0.07 

0.10 

0.02 

Aerospace  ground 
equipment 

0.004 

0.003 

0,04 

0.005 

0.06 

Hospital  incinerator 

0.0003 

0 

0 

0 

0.0001 

Heating  and  power 
production 

0.0006 

0.003 

0.002 

0.001 

0.008 

Motor  vehicles  (military  and 
civilian) 

0.01 

0.005 

0.38 

0.06 

0.06 

Fire  fighting  practice  pit 

0.008 

0.00003 

0.04 

0.02 

0.0002 

Surface  coating 

0 

0 

0 

0.05 

0 

Fuel  evaporation  (gas  station 
and  JP-tank) 

0 

0 

0 

0.31 

0 

Subtotal 

0.11 

0.20 

2.55 

2.56 

0.47 

Mississippi  County'*” 

61.75 

1.69 

34.38 

14.17 

11.47 

Note*:  (a)  PM,o  data  wara  not  availabla  at  tima  of  this  invantorv, 

(b)  Sourca:  U.S.  Air  Forca,  1990a. 

(c)  Sourca;  U.S.  Environmantal  Protaetion  Agancy,  1988. 


pollutant  source  for  the  base  is  aircraft  flying  operations,  which  account  for 
41 .4  percent  of  TSP  emissions,  92.7  percent  of  sulfur  oxide  (as  SOj) 
emissions,  79.8  percent  of  CO  emissions,  78.9  percent  of  ROG  emissions, 
and  68.8  percent  of  NO.  (as  NOj)  emissions.  The  PM,o  data  were  not 
available  at  the  time  of  the  1 987  inventory. 

Closure  Baseline.  The  emission  inventory  for  Eaker  AFB  at  base  closure  was 
estimated  by  assuming  that  all  emissions  other  than  those  associated  with 
heating  and  power  production,  motor  vehicles,  and  surface  coating  would  be 
eliminated.  Heating  plants  and  power  generators  are  assumed  to  operate  at 
20  percent  of  the  preclosure  capacity  in  order  to  fulfil)  minimum  building 
heating  and  power  requirements.  Emissions  from  motor  vehicles  and 
surface  coating  are  assumed  to  be  negligible  compared  to  preclosure  levels. 
Emissions  projections  for  Mississippi  County  were  not  available.  However, 
emissions  for  Mississippi  County  are  not  expected  to  change  significantly 
from  1987  inventory  information  (see  Table  3.4-5).  Closure  baseline 
emissions  resulting  from  OL  activities  as  described  in  Chapter  2  are 
presented  in  Table  3.4-6. 
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Tabit  3.4-6.  Closure  Emission  tnvsntory  (tons  psr  dsyl 


Source 

TSP 

SOj 

CO 

ROG 

o 

z 

Eaker  AFB 

0.0001 

0.0006 

0.0004 

0.0002 

0.0016 

Source:  Oorivod  from  T«b<«  3.4-S. 


3.4.4  Noise 

The  ROI  for  noise  sources  at  Eaker  AF6  is  defined  using  FAA-deveioped  iarid 
use  compatibility  guidelines.  The  area  most  affected  by  noise  due  to  the 
base  disposal  and  reuse  is  limited  to  the  base  property  itself  arui  areas  along 
major  roadways  leading  to  the  base. 

The  characteristics  of  sound  include  parameters  such  as  amplitude, 
frequency,  and  duration.  Sound  can  vary  over  an  extremely  large  range  of 
amplitudes.  The  dB,  a  logarithmic  unit  that  accounts  for  the  large  variations 
in  amplitude,  is  the  accepted  standard  unit  measurement  of  sound. 

Table  3.4-7  presents  examples  of  typical  sound  levels.  Different  sounds 
may  have  different  frequency  contents.  When  measuring  sound  to 
determine  its  effects  on  a  human  population,  A-weighted  sound  levels  are 
typically  used  to  account  for  the  response  of  the  human  ear.  A-weighted 
sound  levels  represent  the  sound  level  according  to  a  prescribed  frequency 
response  established  by  the  American  National  Standards  Institute  (1983). 

Noise  is  usually  defined  as  sound  that  is  undesirable  because  it  interferes 
with  speech  communication  and  hearing,  is  intense  enough  to  damage 
hearing,  or  is  otherwise  annoying.  Noise  levels  often  change  with  time; 
therefore,  to  compare  levels  over  different  time  periods,  several  descriptors 
were  developed  that  take  into  account  this  time- varying  nature.  These 
descriptors  are  used  to  assess  and  correlate  the  various  effects  of  noise  on 
man  and  animals,  including  land-use  compatibility,  sleep  interference, 
annoyance,  hearing  loss,  speech  interference,  and  startle  effects. 

DNL  was  developed  to  evaluate  the  total  community  noise  environment. 

ONL  (sometimes  abbreviated  as  L^l  is  the  average  A-weighted  acoustical 
energy  during  a  24-hour  period  with  a  10  dB  adjustment  added  to  the 
nighttime  levels  (between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.).  This  adjustment  is  an  effort 
to  account  for  the  increased  sensitivity  to  nighttime  noise  events.  DNL  was 
endorsed  by  the  U.S.  EPA  for  use  by  federal  agencies  and  has  been  adopted 
by  HUD.  FAA,  and  DOD. 

DNL  is  an  accepted  unit  for  quantifying  human  annoyance  to  general 
environmental  noise,  which  includes  aircraft  noise.  The  Federal  Interagency 
Committee  on  Urban  Noise  developed  land-use  compatibility  guidelines  for 
noise  in  terms  of  DNL  (U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  1980). 
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Table  3.4-7.  Comparative  Sound  Levels 


Common  Outdoor 
Sound  Levels 


Jet  Flyover  at  1 000  ft 


Gas  Lawnmower  at  3  ft 


Diesel  Truck  at  50  ft 
Noisy  Urban  Daytime 


Gas  Lawnmower  at  100  ft 


Commercial  Area 
Heavy  T  raff ic  at  300  ft 


Quiet  Urban  Nighttime 


Quiet  Suburban  Nighttime 


Quiet  Rural  Nighttime 


Sound  Level 
(dB) 

110 


100 


90 


80 


■70 


■60 


■50 


40 


30 


20 


10 


_  I 

Common  indoor 
Sound  Levels 

i .  r  "  V  - 

Rock  Band 

Inside  Subway  Train  (New  York) 

Food  Ble.Kier  at  3  ft 
Garbage  Disposal  at  3  ft 

Shouting  at  3  ft 

Vacuum  Cleaner  at  10  ft 

Normal  Speech  at  3  ft 

Large  Business  Office 
Dishwasher  Next  Room 

Small  Theater,  Large  Conference 
Room  (Background) 

Library 

Bedroom  at  Night 
Concert  Hall  (Background) 

Broadcast  and  Recording  Studio 

Threshold  of  Hearing 
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Table  3.4-8  provides  FAA-recommended  ONL  ranges  for  various  land  use 
categories  based  upon  the  committee's  guidelines.  The  FAA  guidelines 
were  used  in  this  study  to  determine  noise  impacts. 

DNL  is  used  in  this  report  because  it  is  the  noise  descriptor  recognized  by 
the  FAA  and  Air  Force  for  airfield  environments.  DNL  is  sometimes 
supplemented  with  other  metrics,  primarily  the  equivalent  sound  level  (Uk,|. 
The  is  the  equivalent,  steady-state  level  that  would  contain  the  same 
acoustical  energy  as  the  time-varying  level  during  the  same  time  interval. 
Occasionally,  the  Sound  Exposure  Level  (SEL)  is  used  to  supplement  ONL, 
especially  where  sleep  disturbance  is  a  concern.  The  SEL  value  represents 
the  A-weighted  sound  level  integrated  over  the  entire  duration  of  the  noise 
event  and  referenced  to  a  duration  of  1  second.  When  an  ev*.  nt  lasts  longer 
than  1  second,  the  SEL  value  will  be  higher  than  the  highest  sound  level 
during  the  event.  SEL  is  used  in  this  report  when  discussing  sleep 
disturbance  effects. 

The  city  of  Biytheville  has  adopted  a  noise  ordinance  IBIytheville,  1990). 
which  is  qualitative,  i.e.,  not  written  in  terms  of  specific  sound  levels  or 
units  of  measure,  it  prohibits  noise  disturbances  which  are  defined  as  *Any 
sound  which  (a)  endangers  or  injures  the  safety  or  health  of  humans  or 
animals,  or  (b)  annoys  or  disturbs  a  reasonable  person  of  normal 
sensitivities,  or  (c)  endangers  or  injures  personal  and  or  real  property.” 
Furthermore,  the  ordinance  states  that  it  is  considered  a  violation  to 
(a)  create  any  sound  within  a  noise-sensitive  zone,  so  as  to  disrupt  the 
activities  normally  conducted  within  the  zone  or  (b)  interfere  with  the 
functions  of  hospitals,  nursing  homes,  or  similar  activities  or  disturb  or 
annoy  the  patients  in  the  activity.  Noise-sensitive  zones  and  activities  are 
defined  as  areas  zoned  for  residential,  schools,  libraries,  churches,  hospitals, 
and  nursing  homes. 

Appendix  I  provides  additional  information  about  the  measurement  and 
prediction  of  noise.  This  appendix  also  provides  more  information  on  the 
units  used  in  describing  noise,  as  well  as  information  about  the  effects  of 
noise  such  as  annoyance,  sleep  interference,  speech  interference,  health 
effects,  and  effects  on  animals. 

3.4.4. 1  Existing  Noise  Levels.  Typical  noise  sources  in  and  around  airfields 
usually  include  aircraft,  surface  traffic,  and  other  human  activities.  Military 
aircraft  operations  and  surface  traffic  on  local  streets  and  highways  are  the 
existing  primary  sources  of  noise  in  the  vicinity  of  Eaker  AF6.  In  airport 
analyses,  areas  with  DNL  above  65  dB  are  often  considered  in  land-use 
compatibility  planning  and  impact  assessment;  therefore,  the  contours  of 
DNL  greater  than  65  dB  are  of  particular  interest.  Contours  above  ONL  65 
dB  are  presented  in  5  dB  intervals. 
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Table  3.4-8.  Land  Use  Compatibility  with  Yaariy  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Levels 

Page  1  of  2 


Yearly  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  (DNL)  in  Decibels 

Lar>d  Use 

Below  65 

85-70 

70-75 

75-80 

80-85 

Over  85 

Residential 

Residential,  other  than  mobile  homes  and 
transient  lodgings 

Y 

Nto> 

N**' 

N 

N 

N 

Mobile  home  parks 

Y 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Transient  lodgings 

Y 

N**' 

N"' 

Nu. 

N 

N 

Public  Use 

Schools 

Y 

NCI 

N**' 

N 

N 

N 

Hospitals  arxf  nursing  homos 

Y 

25 

30 

N 

N 

N 

Churches,  auditoriums,  and  concert  halls 

Y 

25 

30 

N 

N 

N 

Governmental  services 

Y 

Y 

25 

30 

N 

N 

Transportation 

Y 

Y 

ye. 

yfcl 

yl^ 

yi^ 

Parking 

Y 

Y 

Y^i 

Y<c> 

N 

Commercial  Use 

Offices,  business,  and  professional 

Y 

Y 

25 

30 

N 

N 

Wholesale  and  retail-building  materials, 
hardware,  and  farm  equipment 

Y 

Y 

yw 

ytcl 

Y(4I 

N 

Retail  trade-general 

Y 

Y 

25 

30 

N 

N 

Utilities 

Y 

Y 

yic) 

yl^ 

N 

Communication 

Y 

Y 

25 

30 

N 

N 

Manufacturing  arwl  Production 

Manufacturing,  general 

y 

Y 

Y<^> 

yiel 

yldi 

N 

Photographic  artd  optical 

Y 

Y 

25 

30 

N 

N 

Agriculture  (except  livestock)  arxl  furestry 

Y 

yW 

yw 

Y« 

yW 

Livestock  farming  and  breeding 

Y 

yfft 

yw 

N 

N 

N 

Mining  artd  fishing,  resource  production  and 
extraction 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Recreational 

Outdoor  sports  arenas  and  spectator  sports 

Y 

yfa) 

Y^ 

N 

N 

N 

Outdoor  music  shells,  amphitheaters 

Y 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Nature  exhibits  and  zoos 

Y 

Y 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Amusements,  parks,  resorts,  ar>d  camps 

Y 

Y 

Y 

N 

N 

N 

Golf  courses,  riding  stables,  and  water 
recreation 

Y 

Y 

25 

30 

N 

N 

Loners  in  parentheses  refer  to  notes  (see  next  page).  The  designations  contained  in  this  table  do  not  constitute  a  federal 
determination  that  any  use  of  land  covered  by  the  program  is  acceptable  or  unacceptable  under  federal,  state,  or  local  law. 
The  responsibility  for  determining  the  accept^le  ar>d  permiesible  larvi  uses  and  the  relationship  between  specific  properties 
and  specific  noise  contours  rests  with  the  local  authorities.  FAA  determinations  under  Part  1 50  are  not  intended  to 
substitute  federally  determined  land  uses  for  those  determined  to  be  appropriate  by  local  authorities  in  response  to  locally 
determined  needs  artd  values  in  achieving  noise  rompetible  land  uses. 

Key 

Y  (Yes)  Land  use  and  related  etructures  compatible  without  restrictions. 

N  (No)  Land  use  and  related  structures  are  not  compatible  and  should  be  prohibited. 

25,  30,  or  35  Land  use  and  related  structures  generally  compatible:  measures  to  achieve  Noise  Level  Reduction  (NLR) 

of  25,  30,  or  35  dB  must  be  incorporated  into  design  and  construction  of  structure. 
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Notes 

(b)  WhBre  th«  convnunity  datarminas  that  residantial  or  achool  usas  must  ba  ailowad,  maasuras  to  achtava  outdoor  to 
irtdoor  Notsa  Laval  Raducdon  (NLR)  of  at  laaat  25  dB  and  30  dB  should  bs  incorporatad  into  building  codas  and  ba 
considarsd  in  individual  approvals.  Normal  rasidantial  construction  can  bs  oxpactsd  to  provide  an  NLR  of  20  dB. 
thus,  tha  reduction  raquiramants  are  oftan  statad  as  5,  10,  or  15  dB  over  standard  construction  and  normally 
assuma  machartical  vantilation  artd  closed  windows  year  rourtd.  However,  tha  use  of  NLR  criteria  will  not  eliminate 
outdoor  noise  problems. 

(b)  Measures  to  achtava  an  NLR  of  25  dB  must  bs  incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction  of  portions  of  these 

buildings  where  tha  public  is  received,  office  areas,  noiae-sensitive  areas  or  where  tha  normal  noise  level  is  low. 

(c)  Maasuras  to  acNave  an  NLR  of  30  dB  must  be  incorporatad  into  the  design  and  construction  of  portions  of  these 

buildings  where  tha  public  is  racaivad,  office,  areas,  noise-sensitive  areas,  or  where  the  normal  noise  level  is  low. 

(d)  Meaauraa  to  achieve  an  NLR  of  35  dB  must  be  incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction  of  portions  of  these 

buildings  where  the  public  is  received,  office  ares,  rtoise-sensitive  areas,  or  where  the  normal  noise  level  is  low. 

(a)  Land  use  compatibla  provided  special  sound  reinforcement  systems  are  installed. 

(f)  Residential  buildings  require  an  NLR  of  25. 

(g)  Residential  buildings  require  an  NLR  of  30. 

(h)  Residential  buildings  not  permitted. 

Source:  Derived  from  Federal  Aviation  Regulation  Part  150  Airport  N  Jtsa  Compatibility  Planning  {FAA,  1989bl. 
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Preclosure  Reference.  Aircraft  noise  at  Eaker  AFB  occurs  during  aircraft 
engine  warm-up,  maintenance  and  testing,  taxiings,  takeoffs,  approaches, 
and  landings.  Noise  contours  for  precfosure  aircraft  operations  (see 
Table  3.2-3)  were  modeled  using  information  on  aircraft  types;  runway  use; 
runup  locations;  takeoff  and  landing  flight  tracks;  aircraft  altitude,  speeds, 
and  engine  power  settings;  and  number  of  daytime  (7  a.m.  to  10  p.m.)  and 
nighttime  (10  p.m.  to  7  a.m.)  operations.  The  noise  contours  for  1990  are 
taken  from  the  Draft  Environmerttal  Impact  Statement,  Proposed  Closure  of 
Eaker  AFB.  Arkansas  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1990c)  and  shown  in  Figure  3.4-3. 
Only  those  contours  equal  to  or  above  DNL  65  are  shown. 

Surface  vehicle  traffic  noise  levels  for  roadways  in  the  vicinity  of  Eaker  AFB 
were  estimated  using  the  Federal  Highway  Administration's  Highway  Noise 
Model  (Federal  Highway  Administration,  1978).  This  model  incorporates 
vehicle  mix,  traffic  volume  projections,  and  speed  to  generate  DNL.  The 
noise  levels  are  then  presented  as  a  function  of  distance  from  the  centerline 
of  the  nearest  road.  The  results  of  the  modeling  for  surface  traffic  are 
presented  in  Table  3.4-9.  The  actual  distances  to  the  DNLs  may  be  less 
than  those  presented  in  the  table  because  the  screening  effects  of 
intervening  buildings,  terrain,  and  walls  were  not  accounted  for  in  the 
modeling. 

Appendix  I  contains  the  data  used  in  the  surface  traffic  analysis.  These  data 
include  AAOTs,  traffic  mix,  and  speeds. 

Closure  Baseline.  The  projected  noise  levels  for  the  closure  baseline  were 
calculated  using  the  surface  traffic  projections  at  base  closure  (Appendix  I). 
The  results  of  the  modeling  for  the  roadways  analyzed  are  presented  in 
Table  3.4-9.  Again,  the  actual  distances  to  the  DNLs  may  be  less  than 
those  presented  in  the  table  because  the  model  does  not  account  for 
screening  effects  of  intervening  buildings,  terrain,  and  walls. 

At  closure  it  is  assumed  that  there  would  be  no  aircraft  operations  and, 
therefore,  there  would  be  no  areas  impacted  by  aircraft  noise. 

3.4.4.2  Noise-Sensitive  Areas.  The  preclosure  ROI  for  Eaker  AFB  includes 
noise-sensitive  receptors  that  include  residences,  schools,  and  churches  that 
are  within  the  DNL  65  dB  contour.  The  contours  (see  Figure  3.4-3)  indicate 
that  there  are  57,71 1  acres  exposed  to  DNL  65  or  greater  in  and  around 
Eaker  AFB.  Approximately  2,000  dwelling  units  are  exposed  to  DNL  65  or 
greater  which  includes  the  928  on-base  units,  and  approximately  300 
dwelling  units  located  adjacent  to  the  base.  Approximately  300  additional 
farm  based  dwelling  units  would  also  lie  with  DNL  65  or  greater. 

Section  3.2.2,  Land  Use  and  Aesthetics,  describes  land  uses  on  and  near 
the  base. 
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Figure  3.4-3 


Tabki  3.4-9.  Distance  to  ONL  from  Roadwav  Cantartina  for  tha  Rraclotura  Refaranca  artO 

Cloaura  Basaiina 


Roadway 

DNL  65 

Distance  (feet) 

DNL  70 

DNL  75 

Precloaure 

U.S.  61  Highland  to  SH  150 

40 

20 

• 

U.S.  61  Chickasawba  to  Highland 

60 

30 

20 

SH  181  SH  150  to  Main  Gate 

50 

20 

• 

SH  151  Main  Gate  to  Gosnell  City  Limits  South 

60 

40 

30 

SH  151  Gosnell  South  to  Pemiscot  Bayou 

100 

50 

30 

SH  151  Pemiscot  Bayou  to  SH  18 

100 

50 

30 

SH  18  SH  151  to  U.S.  61 

40 

30 

• 

SH  18  SH  151  to  SH  239 

40 

20 

• 

Dosure 

U.S.  61  Highland  to  SH  150 

40 

20 

♦ 

U.S.  61  Chickasawba  to  Highland 

50 

30 

# 

SH  181  SH  150  to  Main  Gate 

40 

20 

• 

SH  151  Main  Gate  to  Gosnell  City  Limits  South 

60 

30 

« 

SH  151  Gosnell  Soutfi  to  Pemiscot  Bayou 

70 

40 

30 

SH  1 5 1  Pemiscot  Etayou  to  SH  18 

80 

40 

30 

SH  18  SH  151  to  U.S.  61 

30 

• 

0 

SH  18  SH151toSH239 

30 

20 

0 

'Contained  within  tha  roadway. 


3.4.5  Bioiogicai  Rasourcas 

Biological  resources  include  the  native  and  introduced  plants  and  animals  m 
the  project  area.  For  discussion  purposes,  these  are  divided  into  vegetation, 
wildlife  (including  aquatic  fauna),  threatened  or  endangered  species,  and 
sensitive  habitats. 

Human  activities  have  altered  the  natural  environment  at  Eaker  AFB.  These 
activities  have  resulted  in  development  of  1,430  acres  for  housing,  industrial 
facilities,  the  airfield,  and  aviation  support  areas,  along  with  associated 
reads,  sidewalks,  and  other  infrastructure.  Portions  of  this  developed  area 
are  maintained  as  urban  landscape.  The  on-base  areas  with  most  of  the 
vegetation  include  agricultural  areas  (1,383  acres)  and  wetlands  (54  acres), 
v'hich  include  lakes,  ponds,  drainages,  and  Pemiscot  Bayou.  No  native  plant 
communities  are  known  to  exist  at  Eaker  AFB. 
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Th«  ROf  usad  for  discussion  of  biological  rssources  is  tbe  base  and  the 
contiguous  wetland  areas.  This  includes  the  area  wuhin  which  potential 
impacts  could  occur  and  provides  a  basis  for  evaluating  the  level  of  impact. 
Information  on  the  affected  environment  was  obtained  from  a  literature 
review,  records  search  lincludmg  the  use  of  1985  aenal  photographs  of  the 
base),  and  an  April  1992  field  survey  at  Eaker  AF8 

3.4.5. 1  Vegetation.  With  the  exception  of  wetlands  vegetation  described 
in  Section  3. 4. 5. 4,  the  vegetation  (Table  3  4-10)  on  base  is  managed  for 
landscape,  recreational,  or  agricultural  values.  The  vegetated  areas 
incorporate  approximately  2.207  acres  on  the  base  (Figure  3.4  4) 

Landscaped  areas  on  Eaker  AFB  are  comprised  of  grasses  and  scattered 
ornamental  trees.  In  the  residential,  commercial,  and  industrial  areas  of  the 
base  this  landscaping  is  managed  more  intensively  than  m  the  airfield  area. 
Several  common  types  of  herbicides  (Table  3.3-7)  are  used  in  these  areas. 
The  airfield  consists  of  grasses,  which  are  mowed  intermittently  by  a  local 
farmer,  and  otherwise  are  not  intensively  managed.  The  recreation  areas  on 
the  base  irtclude  several  parks,  sports  fields,  playgrounds,  picnic  areas,  and 
the  nine-hole  golf  course.  All  contain  the  previously  mentioned  grasses  and 
ornamental  trees.  All  are  intensively  managed,  requiring  frequent  mowing 
and  tree  pruning.  The  landscaped  areas  have  a  relatively  low  biological 
value  and  diversity. 

The  agricultural  area  is  managed  primarily  for  the  production  of  cotton, 
wheat,  soybeans,  and  alfalfa.  The  areas  (and  crops)  in  production  fluctuate 
from  year  to  year,  Pesticides  are  used  in  this  area  to  maximize  crop 
production.  This  area  is  also  relatively  low  in  biological  diversity  and  value 

None  of  the  above  vegetated  areas  are  afforded  state  or  local  protection  or 
carry  any  restrictive  uses  mandated  by  law.  The  agricultural  areas  are 
monitored  by  the  SCS.  This  topic  is  discussed  further  m  Sections  3.4.1  and 
4.4,1. 

3.4.5. 2  Wildlife.  Wildlife  in  the  vicinity  of  Eaker  AFB  (Table  3  4-10) 
includes  species  associated  with  wetland,  agricultural,  and  urbanized  areas. 
Most  of  the  base  is  poor  quality  habitat  (agricultural  and  urbanized  land): 
thus,  wildlife  diversity  is  low. 

Common  mammals  in  the  vicinity  of  Eaker  AFB  include  the  eastern  cottontail 
rabbit,  raccoon,  Virginia  opossum,  and  gray  squirrel.  These  species  occur  in 
undisturbed  habitat  on  base.  The  beaver  and  muskrat  are  occasionally 
found  at  Lake  Pride  and  the  Pemiscot  Bayou. 

Birds  present  include  the  common  crow,  house  sparrow,  American  robin, 
starling,  mourning  dove,  blue  jay,  mockingbird,  cardinal,  common  grackle, 
and  the  brown-headed  cowbird.  These  birds  frequent  most  habitat  types. 
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Tabl«  3.4-10. 

Vegetation  and  wadIHe  Species  of  Eaker  AFB 

Page  1  of  2 

Common  Name 

Scientiftc  Name 

Vagetation 

♦  Agricultural  crops 

Cotton 

Gossypium  spp. 

Wheat 

Triticum  aestium 

Soybeans 

Glycine  max 

Alfalfa 

Medicago  sanva 

•  Herbacaous  species 

Bermuda  grass 

Cynodon  spp. 

Rye  grass 

Etymus  spp. 

•  Ornamerttal  tree  species 

Oak 

Quercus  spp. 

Cypress 

Tax  odium  spp. 

Honey  locust 

G/editsia  spp. 

Magnolia 

Magnolia  spp. 

Dogwood 

Cornus  spp. 

Maple 

Acer  spp. 

Sycamore 

Platanus  spp. 

Willow 

Salix  spp. 

WacHHe 

•  Mammals 

Eastern  cottontail 

SytvUagus  flo/idanus 

Racoon 

Procyon  fotor 

Virginia  opossum 

Didelphis  marsupialis 

Gray  squirrel 

Sciurus  carolinensis 

Beaver 

Castor  canadensis 

Muskrat 

Ondatra  zibethnica 

•  Birds 

-  General 

Common  crow 

Corvus  brachyrhynchos 

House  sparrow 

Passer  domesticus 

American  robin 

Turdus  migratorius 

Starling 

Sturnus  vulgaris 

Mourning  dove 

Zenaida  macroura 

Blue  iay 

Cyanocitta  cristate 

Mockingbird 

Mimus  polygtottos 

Cardinal 

Cardinalis  cardinalis 

Common  grackle 

Quiscalus  guiscula 

Brown-headed  cowbird 

Tangavius  aenus 

Red-winged  black  bird 

Agetains  phoeniceus 

-  Shorebirds 

Spotted  sandpiper 

Actitis  macularia 

Canie  egret 

Bubulcus  ibis 

American  golden  plover 

Pluvialis  dominica 

Killdeer 

Charadrius  vociferus 

-  Waterbirds 

Wood  duck 

Aix  sponsa 

Mallard 

Anas  platyrhynchos 
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Tabi«  3.4-10.  Vagatation  and  Wildiifa  Spacias  of  Eakar  AFB 

Paga  2  of  2 _ 

Common  Nama _  Scientific  Name 

Watarbirds  (Continued)  Green-winged  teal  Anas  crecca 

Blue-winged  teal  Anas,  discors 

Pied-billed  grebe  Podi/ymbus  podiceps 

Great  blue  heron  Ardea  herodias 

Little  blue  heron  Florida  caerutea 


Cropland/grassland  habitat  Homed  lark  Eramophita  a/pestris 

Eastern  meadowlark  Sturneiia  magna 

Chirping  sparrow  Spizeila  passerina 


•  Reptiles 


'  Snakes 

Diamond-backed  water  snake 
Yellow  bellied  water  snake 
Broad-banded  water  snake 
Eastern  cottonmouth 

Nerodia  rhombifera 
Nerodia  arylhrogaster 
Nerodia  sipedon 
Agkistrodon  piscivorns 

-  Turtles 

Snapping  turtle 

Eastern  box  turtle 

Red-eared  turtle 

Slider  turtle 

Southern  pointed  turtle 

Cbalydra  serpentina 
Terrapene  Carolina 
Chrysemys  scripta 
Chrysamys  concinna 
Chrysemys  picte 

-  Lizards  and  skinks 

Fence  lizard 

Six-lined  racerunner 

Ground  skink 

Five-lined  skink 

Broad-headed  skink 

Slender  grass  lizard 

Sceloporus  undulatus 

Cnemidophorus 

sexiineatus 

Leiolopisma  laterale 
Eumecus  fasciaus 
Eumecus  laticeps 
Ophisaurus  attenuatus 

•  Ampfiibians 

Mudpuppv  salamander 

Lesser  siren  salamander 

Eastern  spadefoot  toad 

Fowler's  toad 

Bullfrog 

Green  frog 

Southern  leopard  frog 

Necturus  maculosus 

Siren  intermedia 
Scaphiopus  holbrooki 

Bufo  woodhousei 

Rana  catesbeiana 

Rana  clamitans 

Rana  utricularia 

•  Fish 

Bluegill 

Channel  catfish 

Largemouth  bass 

Sunfish 

Lepomis  macrochinus 
Ictalurus  punctatus 
Micropterus  salmoides 
Lepomis  spp. 

•  Invertebrates 

Crawfish 

Astacidae  sp. 
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particularly  urban  and  landscaped  areas.  Shorebirds  such  as  the  spotted 
sandpiper,  cattle  egret,  American  golden  plover,  and  killdeer  can  be  found 
near  open  bodies  of  water.  Waterbirds  found  on  base  include  the  wood 
duck,  mallard,  green-winged  teal,  blue-winged  teal,  pied-billed  grebe,  great 
blue  heron,  and  the  little  blue  heron.  The  horned  lark,  eastern  meadowlark, 
and  chirping  sparrow  are  found  in  the  croplands  and  open  grassy  areas. 
Red-winged  blackbirds  inhabit  the  wetlands,  the  surrounding  farmlands,  and 
open  grassy  areas  on  base. 

Resident  reptiles  include  the  diamond-backed  water  snake,  yellow-bellied 
water  snake,  broad-banded  water  snake,  and  eastern  cottonmouth,  which 
can  be  found  in  or  near  the  larger  marshes  and  wetlands.  Several  species  of 
turtles  are  present  on  base  in  the  vicinity  of  ponds,  drainage  ditches,  and 
the  Pemiscot  Bayou.  The  snapping  turtle,  eastern  box  turtle,  red-eared 
turtle,  slider  turtle,  and  southern  pointed  turtle  are  the  more  common 
species  on  base.  Other  reptiles  found  on  base  include  the  fence  lizard,  six- 
lined  racerunner,  ground  skink,  five-lined  skink,  broad-headed  skink,  and  the 
slender  glass  lizard. 

There  are  numerous  species  of  amphibians  in  wetland  areas  on  base, 
including  the  mudpuppy  salamander,  lesser  siren  salamander,  eastern 
spadefoot  toad,  Fowler's  toad,  bullfrog,  green  frog,  and  the  southern 
leopard  frog. 

Fish  stocked  in  Razorback  Lake  include  bluegill,  channel  catfish,  largemouth 
bass,  and  sunfish. 

Crawfish  are  among  the  invertebrates  found  on  base. 

3.4. 5. 3  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.  One  federal  and  state  listed 
ertdangered  species  (Table  3.4-1 1)  and  six  state  special  animal  category 
species  occur  in  the  vicinity  of  Eaker  AFB.  The  bald  eagle  can  potentially 
forage  for  fish  and  rodents  at  Eaker  AFB,  but  is  known  to  be  only  a  rare 
winter  visitor  to  the  region.  The  eagle  prefers  wetlands  habitat  for  foraging. 

informal  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  lUSFWS), 
required  under  Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  has  been  initiated 
to  determine  any  potential  impacts  to  this  species. 

The  state-listed  special  animal  species  that  occur  in  the  region  include  the 
Cooper's  hawk,  glossy  ibis,  hooded  merganser,  midwest  worm  snake,  red 
fox,  and  the  spotted  dusky  salamander.  However,  suitable  habitat  for  these 
species  does  not  occur  on  base. 

3.4.5.4  Sensitive  Habitats.  Sensitive  habitats  include  wetlands,  plant 
communities  that  are  unusual  or  of  limited  distribution,  and  important 
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Tabl«  3.4-11.  Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Special  Animal  Category  Species  Potentially  Occurring 

in  the  Vicinity  of  Eaker  AFB 


Common  Name 

Species  Name 

_ _  ,,Sl3 

Federal" 

m _ 

State" 

Bald  eagle 

Hatiaeetus  leucacephalus 

E 

E 

Cooper's  hawk 

Accipiter  cooperi 

— 

SA 

Glossy  ibis 

Plegadis  fa/cine/lus 

- 

SA 

Hooded  merganser 

Lophodytes  cucullatus 

- 

SA 

Red  fox 

Vulpes  vulpes 

— 

SA 

Midwest  worm  snake 

Carphophis  amoenus  helenae 

- 

SA 

Spotted  dusky  salamander 

Desmagnathus  fuscus  conanti 

— 

SA 

Notaa:  (a)  A  apaciaa  ia  clasaifiad  aa  fadaratly  aodangarad  (E)  whan  it  ia  in  dangar  of  axtinction  throughout  ^1  or  a 

aigrtificant  portion  of  ita  ranga. 

(b)  E  »  in  dangar  of  axtinction  aa  a  braading  apaciaa  in  Arkanaaa;  SA  »  Stata  Spaciai  Arumai. 

Source:  Arfcanaaa  Gama  arxf  Fish  Commission,  1992. 


seasonal  use  areas  for  wildlife  (e.g.,  migration  routes,  breeding  areas,  or 
crucial  summer/winter  habitat). 

The  location  and  estimated  extent  of  wetlands  are  based  on  aerial 
photographs  prepared  for  Eaker  AFB  (Airborne  Systems,  Inc.,  1988)  and  a 
field  visit  on  April  12  through  17,  1992. 

Wetlands  are  defined  as  "those  areas  that  are  inundated  or  saturated  by 
surface  or  groundwater  at  a  frequency  and  duration  sufficient  to  support, 
and  that  under  normal  circumstances  do  support,  a  prevalence  of  vegetation 
typically  adapted  for  life  in  saturated  soil  conditions"  (Federal  Interagency 
Committee  for  Wetland  Delineation,  1989).  Areas  that  are  periodically  wet 
but  do  not  meet  all  three  criteria  (hydrophytic  vegetation,  hydric  soils,  and 
wetland  hydrology)  are  not  jurisdictional  wetlands  subject  to  Section  404  of 
the  federal  Clean  Water  Act.  Areas  that  have  been  disturbed  or  that  are 
classified  as  problem  area  wetlands,  however,  may  not  meet  all  three 
criteria  as  a  result  of  natural  or  man-induced  reasons,  yet  are  still  considered 
wetlands. 

The  only  sensitive  habitats  on  the  base  are  the  wetlands.  The  plant 
community  assessment  method  (U.S.  Army,  Corps  of  Engineers,  1987)  was 
used  to  analyze  potential  wetlands  on  base.  Although  soil  examinations 
were  not  conducted,  the  soils  were  noted  to  be  hydric  and  well  suited  to 
sustain  the  hydrophytic  vegetation  criterion  for  wetlands  delineation. 
Wetland  areas  are  identified  on  Figure  3.4-5.  Wetlands  on  or  adjacent  to 
the  base  include  Pemiscot  Bayou  (44.7  acres),  the  south  bank  and  central 
portion  of  Razorback  Lake  (2.6  acres).  Lake  Pride  (1.5  acres),  and  the 
eastern  extension  of  Ditch  25  (5.2  acres). 
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Wildlife  species  inhabiting  the  wetlands  include  beaver,  muskrat,  shorebirds 
and  waterbirds.  The  red-winged  blackbird  especially  prefers  wetlands 
habitat.  Several  snake,  turtle,  amphibian,  and  fish  species  inhabit  these 
areas  along  with  crawfish.  Biological  diversity  and  value  in  the  wetlands  is 
higher  than  elsewhere  on  base. 

Wetlands  receive  rurwff  from  several  areas  on  the  base.  In  general,  all  lands 
east  of  the  runway  drain  to  Pemiscot  Bayou,  whereas  west  of  the  runway 
the  surface  drainage  flows  into  Ditch  25.  Other  wetlands  receive  runoff 
from  nearby  sources.  The  surface  hydrology  on  the  base  is  illustrated  in 
Rgure  3.4-2. 

3.4.6  Cultural  Resources 

Cultural  resources  are  prehistoric  and  historic  sites,  structures,  districts, 
artifacts,  or  any  other  physical  evidence  of  human  activity  considered 
important  to  a  culture,  subculture,  or  community  for  scientific,  traditional, 
religious  or  any  other  reason.  Cultural  resources  have  been  divided  for  ease 
of  discussion  into  three  main  categories:  prehistoric  resources,  historic 
structures  and  resources,  and  traditional  resources.  These  types  of 
resources  are  defined  in  Appendix  E,  Methods.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
analysis,  paleontoiogical  remains,  the  fossil  evidence  of  past  plant  and 
animal  life,  have  been  included  within  the  culturai  resources  category. 

The  ROI  for  the  analysis  of  cultural  resources  includes,  mininrtally,  all  areas 
within  the  Eaker  AFB  bourtdaries,  whether  or  not  certain  parcels  would  be 
subject  to  ground  disturbance.  For  this  analysis,  the  ROI  is  synonymous 
with  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  (APE)  as  defined  by  regulations 
implementing  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA).  The  potential 
conveyance  of  federal  property  to  a  private  party  or  non-federal  agency 
constitutes  an  undertaking,  or  a  project  that  falls  under  the  requirements  of 
cultural  resource  legislative  mandates,  because  any  historic  properties 
located  on  that  property  would  cease  to  be  protected  by  federal  law. 
However,  impacts  resulting  from  conveyance  could  be  reduced  to  a 
nonadverse  level  by  placing  preservation  covenants  on  the  lease  or  Disposal 
document.  Developments  within  designated  parcels  would,  therefore,  fall 
under  the  requirements  of  Section  106  of  the  NHPA. 

Numerous  laws  and  regulations  require  federal  agencies  to  consider  the 
effects  of  a  proposed  project  on  cultural  resources.  These  laws  and 
regulations  stipulate  a  process  for  compliance,  define  the  responsibilities  of 
the  federal  agernry  proposing  the  action,  and  prescribe  the  relationship 
amcmg  other  involved  agencies  (e.g..  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation, 
tile  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation).  Methods  used  to  achieve 
compliance  with  these  requirements  are  presented  in  Appendix  E. 
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Only  those  potential  historic  properties  determined  to  be  significant  under 
cultural  resource  legislation  are  subject  to  protection  or  consideration  by  a 
federal  agency.  The  quality  of  significance,  in  terms  of  applicability  to 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP)  criteria  and  of  integrity,  is 
discussed  in  Appendix  E,  Methods.  Significant  cultural  resources,  either 
prehistoric  or  historic  in  age,  are  referred  to  as  'historic  properties.’ 

In  compliance  with  the  NHPA,  the  Air  Force  has  initiated  the  Section  1 06 
review  process  with  the  Arkansas  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(SHPO).  Record  and  literature  searches  were  performed  at  the  Arkansas 
Archaeological  Survey,  Arkansas  Historic  Preservation  Program,  and  at  Eaker 
AF6  in  March  1992.  Results  are  discussed  under  the  appropriate  resource 
category. 

3.4.6. 1  Prehistoric  Resources.  During  prehistoric  times  human  settlement 
in  the  vicinity  of  Eaker  AFB  was  focused  toward  the  banks  of  the  Mississippi 
River  and  the  alluvial  environs  of  the  Pemiscot  Bayou.  The  region's  cultural 
resources  represent  a  chronology  which  extends  from  10,000  B.C.,  the 
Paleo-Indian  period,  to  A.D.  1500,  the  Late  Mississippian  period.  Prehistoric 
Native  Americans  in  this  region  had  reached  their  height  of  civilization  by  the 
Late  Mississippian  with  their  settlement  in  fortified  villages.  The  density  of 
cultural  resources  recorded  on  the  alluvial  environs  of  Eaker  AFB  represents 
a  concentrated  occupation  over  the  last  2,000  years. 

Several  cultural  resource  survey  investigations  have  been  conducted  on 
Eaker  AFB.  The  three  most  recent  investigations  conducted  within  the 
confines  of  the  base  and  its  adjacent  environs  were  performed  under 
contract  to  the  Air  Force  in  1988-1990  ICande  and  Lafferty,  1991;  Lafferty 
and  Cande,  1989;  and  The  Earth  Technology  Corporation,  1992). 

In  1988-1989,  approximately  700  acres  were  surveyed  to  determine  if 
cultural  resources  could  be  adversely  impacted  by  the  proposed  Peacekeeper 
Rail  Garrison  Program.  The  survey  area  included  portions  of  the  tract 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  northeastern  base  boundary  and  the  railway 
corridor.  As  a  result  four  new  archaeological  sites  within  the  base  were 
identified  and  boundaries  were  defined  for  two  previously  known  sites.  The 
investigation  also  included  testing  and  evaluation  of  site  3MS105  for 
eligibility  to  the  NRHP. 

In  1990,  approximately  865  acres  of  undeveloped  lands  wi  nin  Eaker  AFB 
and  portions  immediately  adjacent  were  surveyed.  Fifteen  archaeological 
sites  were  recorded  during  the  survey.  The  resulting  report  recommended 
that  all  untested  cultural  resources  on  base  should  be  evaluated.  They  are 
considered  potentially  eligible  as  a  district  to  the  NRHP. 

In  1992,  The  Earth  Technology  Corporation  surveyed  150  acres.  Area  I  of 
the  1 988  Lafferty  and  Cande  survey,  which  were  under  cultivation  during 
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each  of  the  previous  field  investigations.  The  area  was  recommended  for 
resurvey  due  to  lack  of  surface  visibility.  One  new  site  was  recorded  during 
the  survey  (Figure  3.4-6).  A  second  site,  which  was  recorded  during  the 
1 988  survey  was  not  relocated. 

In  addition,  the  EOD  Range  is  currently  undergoing  remediation.  Because 
nearly  all  of  the  range  is  located  within  the  boundaries  of  archaeological  site 
3MS105  (an  NRHP-nominated  site),  a  cultural  resources  management  plan 
has  been  enacted  in  conjunction  with  the  remediation.  The  plan  has  been 
approved  by  the  SHPO  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation. 

In  summary,  a  total  of  22  archaeological  sites  have  been  recorded  as  a 
result  of  these  investigations  (13  prehistoric;  4  multicomponent  with  both 
historic  and  prehistoric  elements;  and  5  historic  sites).  The  17  prehistoric 
and  multicomponent  sites  are  discussed  in  this  section.  Historic  sites  are 
described  in  Section  3.4.6. 2.  Of  the  17  sites,  only  one,  3MS105,  has  been 
tested  to  determine  its  eligibility  for  inclusion  in  the  NRHP.  The  75-acre 
multicomponent  prehistoric  village  was  determined  eligible  and  has  been 
nominated  to  the  NRHP.  Site  3MS105  is  located  on  a  relatively  flat  alluvial 
surface  adjacent  to  the  Pemiscot  Bayou.  Exposed  at  the  surface  are 
ceramics,  daub,  lithics,  and  midden  deposits.  Testing  has  verified  well- 
preserved  buried  features  throughout  most  of  the  site.  Subsurface  features 
include  hundreds  of  houses,  storage  pits,  fortification  ditches,  burials,  and 
the  remnant  of  a  large  temple  mound. 

The  majority  of  the  unevaluated  prehistoric  sites  recorded  consist  of  light  to 
moderate  densities  of  ceramic  and  lithic  artifacts.  Four  sites  (3MS555, 
3MS524,  3MS549,  and  3MS105)  contain  heavy  artifact  densities.  Analysis 
of  the  ceramic  materials  collected  from  the  sites  suggests  sophisticated 
ceramic  industries  in  the  region.  Lithic  materials  recovered  were  in  some 
cases  indicative  of  trade  networks.  There  is  a  high  probability  of  buried 
deposits  for  a  large  proportion  (over  60  percent)  of  the  prehistoric  sites. 

Table  3.4-12  cites  the  NRHP  eligibility  of  all  sites  on  base.  The  Air  Force  is 
pursuing  further  investigation  of  these  sites  in  coordination  with  the 
Arkansas  SHPO. 

Disclosure  of  specific  locations  is  prohibited  in  public  documents  by 
32  CFR  229.18a.  A  non-site-specific  map.  Figure  3.4-6,  shows  areas  of 
cultural  sensitivity.  A  description  of  each  site  is  provided  in  Appendix  J. 

The  areas  of  known  cultural  resources  are  among  those  leased  for 
agricultural  production.  The  extent  of  cultivation  practiced  is  limited  in 
these  areas  of  archaeological  sensitivity  to  minimize  the  potential  for 
disturbance  of  buried  deposits.  As  a  result  of  a  cultural  resource  site 
investigation  performed  for  this  environmental  impact  analysis,  all 
agricultural  activities  have  been  suspended  on  site  3MS105,  which  has  been 
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TabJc  3.4-12.  National  Ragistar  of  Historic  Piacas  Eligibility  of 
Archaeological  Sites 


Site 

Status 

Temporal  Designation 

3MS105 

Eligible  and  nominated 

Multicomponent 

3MS195 

Potentially  eligible 

Historic 

3MS524 

Potentially  eligible 

Multicomponent 

3MS525 

Potentially  eligible 

Prehistoric 

3MS526 

Potentially  eligible 

Prehistoric 

3MS531 

Potentially  eligible 

Historic 

3MS547 

Not  eligible 

Historic 

3MS548 

Potentially  eligible 

Prehistoric 

3MS549 

Potentially  eligible 

Multicomponent 

3MS550 

Potentially  eligible 

Prehistoric 

3MS551 

Potentially  eligible 

Prehistoric 

3MS552 

Potentially  eligible 

Prehistoric 

3MS553 

Potentially  eligible 

Prehistoric 

3MS554 

Potentially  eligible 

Historic 

3MS555 

Potentially  eligible 

Prehistoric 

3MS556 

Potentially  eligible 

Prehistoric 

3MS557 

Potentially  eligible 

Prehistoric 

3MS558 

Potentially  eligible 

Multicomponent 

3MS559 

Potentially  eligible 

Prehistoric 

3MS560 

Potentially  eligible 

Prehistoric 

3MS561 

Potentially  eligible 

Prehistoric 

Survey  1  -  #1 

Potentially  eligible 

Historic 

nominated  for  listing  on  the  NRHP.  Specific  procedures  to  be  followed  until 
the  remaining  sites  are  formally  evaluated  have  been  set  forth  in  an 
agreement  between  the  SHPO  and  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (COE),  who 
manages  the  agricultural  lease.  Once  eligibility  is  determined,  terms  of  the 
agreement  wiil  be  modified  accordingly. 

3.4.6.2  Historic  Structures  and  Resources.  By  the  mid- 19th  century  the 
fertile  environs  of  the  base  were  supporting  logging  and  agricultural 
settlements.  Arkansas  Archaeological  Survey  records  and  previous  surveys 
have  identified  four  historic  sites  on  base  that  probably  date  to  this  period. 
The  sites  consist  of  disturbed  trash  and  debus  scatters  representing  former 
farmhouses  that  were  destroyed  when  the  base  was  built.  A  brief 
description  and  location  of  these  sites  can  be  found  in  Appendix  J.  Four  of 
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the  five  sites  have  yet  to  be  evaluated  for  NRHP.  One  site,  3MS547,  has 
been  determined  not  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  NRHP. 

Blythevilie  Army  Airfield  w-  s  established  in  19^2  out  of  the  need  for  an 
adequate  air  branch  during  World  War  II.  Blythevilie  ^rmy  Airfield  was 
redesignated  Blythevilie  AFB  in  1954  when  it  becarr  .  art  of  the  newly 
established  U.S.  Air  Force.  An  examination  of  real  property  records  revealed 
that  there  are  no  historically  significant  World  War  II  buildings  remaining  on 
base. 

A  1 992  review  for  architecturally  significant  properties  by  the  State  Office 
of  Historic  Preservation  yielded  negative  results;  no  standing  pre-military 
histc.ic  structures  remained  on  base.  In  ad.  ition,  the  NRHP  listed  no 
registered  historic  properties  within  Eaker  AFB.  There  is  a  late  19th  century 
cemetery  on  base  located  south  of  the  EOD  area  (see  Fioure  3.4-6).  Much 
controversy  surrounds  its  history.  The  Chickasawba  cemetery,  part  of  the 
New  Hope  Church,  was  established  prior  to  1875.  Currently,  the  base  real 
property  files  list  119  head  stones,  92  of  which  are  legible.  The  Air  Force, 
however,  is  presently  working  to  resolve  the  issues  concerning  the  actual 
number  of  graves,  and  the  location  and  boundaries  of  thb  Chickasawba 
Cemetery  to  establish  a  factual  history.  The  Air  Force  believec  that  the 
cemetery  lies  wholly  within  the  zone  identified  on  Figure  3.4-6.  in 
accordance  with  36  CFR  60.4,  the  cemetery  is  not  eligible  for  inc  usion  in 
the  NRHP. 

As  with  prehistoric  resources,  limited  farming  is  allowed  to  occur  in  the  area 
of  the  known  historic  resources. 

3.4.6.3  Traditional  Resources.  The  Eaker  AFB  area  was  part  of  ancestral 
territory  for  groups  of  Quapaw  Indians,  who  are  recognized  as  the  direct 
cultural  descendants  of  the  Late  Mississippian  occupant.s.  Human  sk.'letal 
remains  at  surface  locations  have  been  identified  as  well  as  possible  buried 
remains.  The  reburial  of  human  remains  has  occurred  with  the  concurrence 
and  cooperation  of  the  Quapaw  when  such  remains  were  recovered  during 
the  testing  phase  for  3MS105. 

Consultation  has  been  initiated  and  will  continue  with  the  Quapaw  Tribe  to 
ascertain  whether  or  not  there  are  any  known  sacred  areas  or  other 
concerns  within  Eaker  AFB. 

3.4.6.4  Paleontological  Resources.  Remains  of  Pleistocene  Megafauna 
have  been  discovered  at  several  locations  throughout  the  Central  Mississippi 
Valley  region.  Extinct  species  include  the  mammoth,  mastodon,  bison, 
musk-ox,  and  ground  sloth.  The  finds  nearest  Eaker  AFB  are  along  the 

St.  Francis  River  to  the  west  and  across  the  Mississippi  River  to  the 
southeast  in  Tennessee.  No  other  rare  or  unusual  fossils  have  beer, 
identified  in  the  vicinity  of  Eaker  AFB,  a  condition  not  unexpected  in  an  area 
of  alluvial  valley  fill. 
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CHAPTER  4 

ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


4.0  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


4.1  INTRODUCTION 

This  chaptsr  discussss  th«  potential  environmental  conseauences  associated 
with  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  To  provide  the  context  m  which 
potential  environmental  impacts  may  occur,  discussions  of  potential  changes 
to  the  local  communities,  including  population,  land  use  arvd  aesthetics, 
transportation,  and  commuriity  and  public  utility  services  are  included  m  this 
EtS.  in  addition,  issues  related  to  current  and  future  management  of 
hazardous  materials  and  wattes  are  discussed  impacts  to  the  physical  and 
natural  environment  are  evaluated  for  soils  and  geology,  water  resources,  air 
quality,  noise,  biological  resources,  and  cultural  resources  These  impacts 
may  occur  as  a  direct  result  of  disposal  and  reuse  activities  or  as  an  indirect 
result  caused  by  changes  within  the  local  communities  Possible  mitigation 
measures  to  minimize  or  eliminate  the  adverse  environmental  impacts  are 
also  presented. 

Cumulative  impacts  result  from  'the  incremental  impact  of  the  action  when 
added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions 
regardless  of  what  agency  undertakes  such  other  actions  Cumulative 
impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor  but  collectively  significant  actions 
taking  place  over  a  period  of  time*  (Council  on  Environmental  Quality, 

1978).  No  actions  were  identified  that  would  contribute  to  a  potential 
cumulative  impact  on  the  disposal  and  reuse  of  Eaker  AF6 

Means  of  mitigating  adverse  environmental  impacts  that  may  result  from 
implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  are  discussed  as 
required  by  NEPA.  Mitigation  measures  are  suggested  for  those 
components  likely  to  experience  substantial  and  adverse  changes  under  any 
or  all  of  these  alternatives.  Potential  mitigation  measures  depend  upon  the 
particular  resource  affected.  In  general,  however,  mitigation  measures  are 
defined  in  CEQ  regulations  as  actions  that  include: 

(a)  Avoiding  the  impact  altogether  by  not  taking  an  action  or  certain 
aspect  of  the  action 

(b)  Minimizing  impacts  by  limiting  the  degree  or  magnitude  of  the 
action  and  its  implementation 

(c)  Rectifying  the  impact  by  repairing,  rehabilitating,  or  restoring  the 
affected  environment 

(d)  Reducing  or  eliminating  the  impact  over  time  by  preservation 
and  maintenance  operations  during  the  life  of  the  action 
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(«}  Compens-ating  for  th«  impact  by  replacing  or  provtdmg  subsKtute 
resources  or  environments 

A  diacussion  of  the  effectiveness  of  mutsaiton  measures  is  tncluded  for 
those  resource  areas  where  it  is  applicable,  as  in  the  case  of  miugation 
measures  for  impacts  to  biological  resources.  Where  appropriate,  a 
discussion  regarding  the  probability  of  success  associated  with  a  particular 
mitigation  is  irKluded. 

Although  reuse  devetopment  would  be  decided  by  recipients  and  local 
zoning  authorities,  probable  reuse  scenarios  were  evaluated  to  analyze 
environmental  impacta. 

Ahematives  are  defined  for  this  analysis  on  the  basts  of  ill  plans  of  local 
communities  snd  interested  individuals,  (21  genaral  land  use  planning 
considerations,  and  (3)  Air  Force  generated  plans  to  provide  s  broad  range 
of  reuse  options.  Reuse  scenarios  considered  m  this  EIS  must  be  sufficiently 
detailed  to  permit  environmental  analysis.  Initial  concepts  and  plans  are 
taken  as  starting  points  for  scenarios  to  be  analyzed.  Available  mformation 
on  any  reuse  alternative  is  then  supplemented  with  economic,  demographic, 
transportation,  and  other  planning  data  to  provide  a  reuse  scenario  for 
ansiysis.  Approximately  20  years  would  be  required  to  fully  develop  the 
base  under  civilian  reuse. 

4.2  LOCAL  COMMUNmr 

This  section  discusses  potential  effects  on  local  communities  as  a  result  of 
disposal  and  reuse  of  Eakar  AFB. 

4.2.1  Community  Setting 

Socioecortomic  effects  will  be  addressed  only  to  the  extent  that  they  are 
interrelated  with  the  biophysical  environment.  A  complete  assessment  of 
socioeconomic  effects  is  presented  in  the  Socioeconomic  impact  Analysis 
Study.  A  five-county  area  (Craighead,  Greene,  and  Mississippi  counties, 
Arkansas;  and  Dunklin  and  Pemiscot  counties,  Missouri)  is  considered  the 
ROl  for  purposes  of  describing  and  analyzing  employment  and  population 
effects.  Employment  and  population  generated  by  the  implementation  of 
the  Proposed  Action  and  each  alternative  are  discussed  herein.  The  closure 
baseline  projects  employment  levels  of  50  direct  and  1 6  secondary  jobs  for 
the  year  1993  to  remain  constant  through  2013  for  the  No- Action 
Alternative.  The  ROl  population  estimates  for  the  closure  baseline  and  post- 
closure  are  205,500  for  1993  and  21 1,700  for  2013.  This  represents  an 
increase  of  approximately  6,200.  or  3  percent. 

This  analysis  recognizes  the  potential  for  community  impacts  arising  from 
’announcement  effects’  stemming  from  information  regarding  the  base's 
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ctoauf*  Of  rouM  Such  announcements  may  impact  the  affected 
communities'  perceptions  arwi,  in  turn,  couid  have  imponant  k>cal  economic 
effects.  An  example  would  he  the  in-migration  of  people  anuctpaiing 
employment  under  one  of  the  reuse  options.  If  it  were  later  announced  that 
the  No-Acilon  Alternative  was  chosen,  many  of  the  newcomers  would  leave 
the  area  to  seek  employment  elsewhere.  Such  an  effect  could,  therefore, 
result  in  an  initial,  temporary  increase  m  population  followed  by  a  decline  in 
population  as  people  leave  the  area. 

4. 2. 1.1  Proposed  Action,  it  is  estimated  that  the  redeveiopment  activities 
at  Eaker  AFB  under  the  Proposed  Action  would  generate  approximately 
9,700  14,200  direct  and  5,500  secondary!  jobs  by  the  year  2013  Direct 
jobs  would  be  located  on  base  property,  whereas  secondary  >obs  would  be 
created  throughout  the  five-county  ROl.  Figure  4  2-1  shows  the  effects  of 
the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  on  employment  in  the  ROt. 

The  population  in  the  five-county  ROl  would  increase  by  approximately 
1 1,000  by  2013.  This  represents  an  increase  of  approximately  5  percent 
over  the  projected  baseline  population.  Figure  4.2-2  shows  the  effects  of 
the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  on  population  in  the  ROt.  The 
communities  likely  to  experience  the  largest  increase  m  population  are 
^ytheviile  and  Gosnell.  The  closure  and  relocation  of  the  Btytheviile 
Municipal  Airport  to  Eaker  AFB  is  not  expected  to  affect  the  employment 
and  population  in  the  ROl.  The  Proposed  Action  would  generate  positive 
economic  benefits  by  increasing  employment  and  earnings  in  the  region 

4. 2. 1.2  General  Aviation  Alternative.  This  alternative  would  generate 
approximately  5,900  (2,700  direct  and  3,200  secondary)  jobs  by  2013 
(Figure  4.2-1).  The  population  of  the  five-county  ROl  under  this  alternative 
would  increase  by  approximately  3,800  by  2013  (Figure  4.2-2),  an 
approximate  2-percent  increase  over  the  projected  baseline  population  The 
communities  of  Blytheville  and  Gosnell  are  likely  to  experience  the  largest 
increase  in  population.  The  closure  and  relocation  of  Blytheville  Municipal 
Airport  to  Eaker  AFB  is  not  expected  to  affect  employment  and  population  in 
the  ROl.  This  alternative  would  also  have  positive  economic  benefits 

4. 2. 1.3  Non-Aviation  Alternative.  It  is  projected  that  this  alternative  would 
generate  approximately  6,100  (2,800  direct  and  3,300  secondary)  jobs  by 
the  year  2013  (Figure  4.2-1).  The  five-county  ROl  population  would 
increase  by  approximately  4,100  by  2013,  representing  an  approximate 
2'percent  increase  over  the  baseline  population  projected  to  2013 

(Figure  4.2-2).  The  communities  of  Blytheville  and  Gosnell  are  likely  to 
experience  the  largest  increase  in  population.  Effects  to  employment  and 
population  as  a  result  of  closing  and  relocating  the  Blytheville  Municipal 
Airport  would  be  the  same  as  described  in  the  Proposed  Action.  This 
alternative  would  also  have  positive  economic  benefits. 
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4. 2. 1.4  Oth«r  UMid  Ut«  Concepts.  Other  land  use  concepts  would  be 
initiated  on  an  individual  basis  rather  than  as  part  of  an  integrated  reuse 
alterrtative.  The  potential  effects  of  these  land  use  concepts  are  d«scussed 
In  relation  to  their  effects  on  the  Proposed  Action  and  reuse  alternatives. 

McKkineY  Act.  The  area  in  the  northwest  chosen  for  analysis  under  the 
McKinney  Act  has  the  potential  to  accommodate  up  to  260  people.  If  this 
proposal  were  enacted,  up  to  three  direct  jobs  would  be  generated.  The 
housing  area  in  the  southwest  has  the  potential  to  accommodate  up  to  1 85 
people  and  would  generate  up  to  3  direct  jobs.  No  change  in  population 
would  be  associated  with  implementation  of  the  McKinney  Act  scenarios 
since  residents  would  already  live  within  the  ROI. 

Interpretive  Center/Muteum.  This  proposal,  which  involves  330  acres  and 
possible  use  of  existing  facilities  for  a  cultural  museum  and  interpretive 
center,  is  incorporated  into  the  reuse  plan  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Five 
direct  jobs  would  be  generated  by  this  proposal.  Agricultural  usage  would 
be  reduced  by  1 20  acres,  when  implemented  with  the  General  Aviation  and 
Non-Aviation  alternatives.  No  net  change  in  population  or  reduction  in  jobs 
would  occur  when  implemented  in  association  with  any  of  the  reuse 
alternatives. 

4.2.1. 5  NO'Action  Alternative.  Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  only 
caretaker  status  activities  would  occur  at  the  base.  It  is  estimated  that  the 
caretaker  activities  at  Eaker  AFB  would  maintain  approximately  50  direct 
and  16  secondary  jobs  in  the  five-county  ROI  through  the  year  2013.  There 
would  be  no  net  increase  in  population  as  a  result  of  the  No-Action 
Alternative.  By  the  year  2013,  total  employment  in  the  ROI  is  projected  to 
reach  120,600  and  total  population  in  the  ROI  is  expected  to  be  211 ,700. 

4.2.2  Land  Use  and  Aesthetics 

This  section  discusses  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  relative  to  land 
use  and  zoning  to  determine  potential  impacts  in  terms  of  general  plans, 
zoning,  and  land  use  and  aesthetics.  Land  use  compatibility  with  aircraft 
noise  is  discussed  in  Section  4.4.4. 

4.2.2. 1  Proposed  Action.  The  Proposed  Action  would  result  in  some 
changes  to  the  land  use  patterns  within  the  ROI.  The  most  substantial 
change  would  be  the  relocation  of  civilian  aviation-related  activity  from  the 
southeast  side  of  Blytheville  to  the  northwest  side.  This  would  allow 
57  acres  of  existing  aviation-related  land  use  at  Blytheville  Municipal  Airport 
to  be  converted  to  other  uses.  In  addition,  there  would  be  noticeable 
changes  in  tfte  land  use  patterns  on  base  resulting  from  conversion  of 
1,108  acres  of  agricultural  land  for  public  recreation,  industrial,  and  aviation 
support  activities. 
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Th«  PropoMd  Action  would  also  result  in  an  increase  in  die  amount  of 
davaiopad  araaa  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  cantonment.  Specific 
changaa  in  major  on-bssa  land  use  categories  associated  with  the  Proposed 
Action  are: 


•  The  airfield  land  use  would  increase  by  276  to  998  acres.  This 
increased  airfield  area  would  be  gamed  by  converting  52  acres 
of  aviation  support.  1 86  acres  of  agricultural,  and  38  acres  of 
industrial. 

•  The  aviation  support  zone  would  increase  by  1 75  to  232  acres. 
The  increase  would  be  gained  by  converting  45  acres  of 
industrial.  89  acres  of  agricultural,  and  41  acres  of  vacant  land. 

•  The  industrial  zone  would  increase  by  216  to  501  acres.  This 
increase  would  be  gained  by  converting  1 5  acres  of 
pubiic/recreation.  191  acres  of  agricultural,  and  10  acres  of 
vacant  land. 

•  The  institutional  (educational)  land  use  zone  (127  acres)  would 
be  created  by  converting  92  acres  of  airfield,  1 9  acres  of 
commercial,  and  1 6  acres  of  residential  land  use. 

•  The  commercial  land  use  zone  would  increase  by  60  to 

1 42  acres.  The  increase  would  be  gained  by  converting  all 
21  acres  of  the  existing  medical  land  use,  28  acres  of 
residential,  and  1 1  acres  of  vacant  land. 

•  The  residential  land  use  zone  wo  jld  decrease  by  53  to 
211  acres. 

•  The  public/recreational  land  use  zone  would  increase  by 
595  acres  to  800  acres.  This  increase  would  occur  through 
conversion  of  73  acres  of  industrial,  510  acres  of  agricultural, 
and  1 2  acres  of  vacant  land. 

•  The  agricultural  land  use  zone  would  decrease  by  1 , 1 08  to 
275  acres. 

•  The  vacant  land,  as  it  exists  in  the  closure  baseline  would 
disappear,  with  a  net  loss  of  268  acres. 

The  proposed  land  uses  would  generally  be  compatible  with  one  another, 
but  two  areas  have  been  identified  where  adjacent  land  uses  may  lead  to 
potential  conflicts  (Figure  4.2-3).  In  the  northwest  quadrant  of  the  base, 
the  presence  of  commercial  and  industrial  uses  may  not  be  fully  compatible 
with  adjacent  residential  uses  because  of  potential  noise,  safety,  traffic,  and 
air  quality  concerns.  Also,  the  proposed  institutional  reuse  (emergency 
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response  training  academy)  in  the  southeast  quadrant  may  not  be  fully 
compatible  with  use  of  the  adjacent  public/recreation  area  as  a  golf  course. 

The  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  (FPPA),  7  USC  5  4201  et  seq  ,  directs 
federal  agencies  to  take  into  account  the  adverse  effects  of  federal 
programs  on  the  preservation  of  farmland;  considers  alternative  actions,  as 
appropriate,  that  could  lessen  such  adverse  effects;  and  assures  that  such 
federal  programs,  to  the  extent  practicable,  are  compatible  with  state,  unit 
of  local  government,  and  private  programs  and  policies  to  protect  farmland. 
In  developing  the  guidelines  to  be  used  in  this  process,  the  implementing 
regulations  {7  CFR  Part  658)  provide  that  where  the  state  in  which  the 
project  will  occur  has  developed  an  approved  Land  Evaluation  and  Site 
Assessment  (LESA)  system,  the  federal  agencies  use  that  system  to  make 
their  evaluation.  The  SCS  reviewed  the  project  to  determine  whether  the 
proposed  project  was  in  compliance  (Appendix  H). 

Under  the  Proposed  Action,  787  acres  of  prime  farmland  would  be 
converted  to  airfield,  aviation  support,  industrial,  and  public/'recreation  land 
uses.  The  farmland  to  be  converted  was  assigned  a  score  of  113.8  using 
the  method  specified  in  Form  AD-1006.  Applying  the  criteria  contained  in 
the  LESA  results  in  a  determination  that  the  impacted  lands  have  *a  low 
rating  for  protection.*  Based  on  this  score,  it  appears  that  utilization  of  this 
site  would  be  consistent  with  the  intent  of  the  FPPA  that  federal  agencies 
minimize  adverse  impacts  to  agriculture  from  their  projects  and  programs. 

In  developing  the  ALP,  which  is  an  integral  part  of  the  Proposed  Action,  the 
impacts  on  farmland  were  considered.  The  areas  proposed  for  conversion 
were  kept  to  the  minimum  necessary  to  support  the  project. 

Aestftetics.  The  industrial  development  under  the  Proposed  Action  would 
substantially  alter  the  visual  character  of  the  southwest  quadrant  of  the 
base  by  replacing  open  space  areas  with  new  facilities.  The  open  view  to 
the  east  from  the  existing  residential  area  in  the  northwest  quadrant  of  the 
base  would  be  altered  due  to  construction  of  industrial  facilities.  The  open 
setting  of  the  base  as  viewed  from  SH  1 51  on  the  south  side  of  the  base 
would  be  significantly  altered.  These  areas  would  ultimately  be  urbanized, 
thus  eliminating  the  open  areas  that  provide  vistas  of  the  base  from  the 
highway. 

Mitigation  Measures.  One  mitigation  to  be  considered  for  the  potential  land 
use/aesthetics  impacts  identified  for  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  the  use 
of  buffer  landscaping  or  screening  (i.e.,  plant  materials  or  walls)  to  separate 
residential  uses  from  adjacent  industrial  development.  This  could  also  be 
considered  for  conflicting  land  uses  along  the  and  southeast  areas  of 
the  base.  Such  mitigation  could  be  effective  in  eliminating  visual  impacts; 
however,  depending  on  the  size  of  initial  plantings,  the  screening  may  not 
bo  completely  effective  until  plants  mature. 
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4. 2.2.2  Cantral  Aviation  Altamative.  The  General  Aviation  Alternative 
would  result  in  some  changes  to  the  land  use  patterns  within  the  ROI.  The 
civilian  aviation-related  activities  currently  located  on  the  southeast  side  of 
the  city  of  Blytheville  (Biytheville  Municipal  Airport)  would  relocate  to  Eaker 
AFB  as  part  of  the  base  development  for  general  aviation.  Specific  land  use 
changes  within  the  General  Aviation  Alternative  are  as  follows: 

•  The  airfield  land  use  would  increase  by  32  to  754  acres.  This 
incre«.<ised  airfield  area  would  be  gained  by  converting  32  acres 
of  agricultural  land. 

•  The  aviation  support  zone  would  increase  by  18  to  75  acres. 

The  increase  would  be  gained  by  converting  6  acres  of  industrial 
land  use  zone,  10  acres  of  agricultural,  and  2  acres  of  vacant 
land. 

•  The  industrial  zone  would  increase  by  21 8  to  503  acres.  This 
increase  would  be  gained  by  converting  26  acres  of  aviation 
support  zone,  55  acres  of  institutional  (educational),  7  acres  of 
public/recreation,  98  acres  of  agricultural,  and  32  acres  of 
vacant  land. 

•  The  institutional  (educational)  land  use  zone  (55  acres)  would  be 
created  by  converting  9  acres  of  aviation  support,  30  acres  of 
industrial,  and  16  acres  of  the  residential  land  use  zone. 

•  The  commercial  land  use  zone  would  decrease  by  1 9  to 
63  acres. 

•  The  residential  land  use  zone  would  increase  by  253  to 

517  acres.  This  would  be  gained  by  converting  232  acres  of 
agricultural  and  21  acres  of  institutional  (educational)  land. 

•  The  public/recreational  land  use  zone  would  increase  by  638  to 
843  acres.  This  increase  would  occur  through  conversion  of 
625  acres  of  agricultural,  3  acres  of  commercial,  and  1 0  acres 
of  the  industrial  land  use  zone. 

•  The  agricultural  land  use  zone  would  decrease  by  907  to 
476  acres. 

•  The  vacant  land  area  would  be  eliminated,  as  would  the 
institutional  (medical)  land  use  zone. 

As  for  the  Proposed  Action,  the  on-base  land  uses  would  be  compatible 
except  where  the  proposed  industrial  and  commercial  uses  are  adjacent  to 
residential  areas  in  both  the  southwest  and  northwest  quadrants  of  the  base 
(Figure  4.2-4).  In  the  eastern  portion  of  ihe  base,  the  industrial  use  may  not 
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b«  fuUy  com{Mtibl«  with  th«  »d|»cer)t  pfOpos«<J  r«ftidefiti«l  «r«a  and 
pubNc/racraation  araa  (proposad  goit  coursa  axpan&«on). 

Aa  for  tha  Proposad  Action,  the  SCS  avatuatad  potanual  impacts  to  pnim 
farmland  that  would  rasult  from  this  altarnativa  (Apt^ndix  H).  Undar  tha 
Ganaral  Aviation  Altarnativa,  827  acras  of  pruna  farmland  would  ba 
convartad  to  airfiatd,  aviation  support,  industrial,  rasidantiat,  arMf 
pubtic/racraadon  land  usas- 

Tha  farmiarKi  was  assigrtad  a  scora  of  112.8  us«hi  mathod  specifiad  in 
Form  AO- 1006.  Applying  tha  critaria  comamad  m  tha  LESA  rasulis  in  a 
datarmlnation  that  tha  impactad  lands  hava  *a  tow  rating  for  protaction.* 
Sasad  on  this  scora,  H;  appaars  that  utilization  of  this  sHa  wmitd  ba 
consistant  with  tha  intant  of  tha  FPPA  that  fadarsi  agartctas  minimiza 
advarsa  impacts  to  agricuhura  from  thair  pro^acts  and  programs. 

In  davaloping  tha  airport  plan,  which  is  an  mtegral  part  of  tha  Ganaral 
Aviation  Altamativa,  tha  impacu  on  farmland  wara  considarad.  Tha  araas 
proposad  for  convarsion  wara  to  tha  minimum  nacassary  to  support  d>a 
proiact. 

Aasthatics.  Tha  industrial  davalopmant  undar  tha  Ganaral  Aviation 
Altamativa  would  altar  tha  visual  charactar  in  tha  northwast  quadrant  of  tha 
basa  by  raplacing  opan  spaca  areas  with  naw  industrial  facilities.  In 
addition,  roiidontial  davalopmant  would  change  tha  visual  character  in  tha 
southeast  quadrant  of  tha  basa  by  replacing  agricultural  araas  with  new 
rasidantial  development,  thus  eliminating  targe  opan  areas. 

Mitlgsdon  Maasurae.  Mitigations  to  ba  considered  for  the  potential  lar>d 
usa/aasthatics  impacts  idamifiad  for  tha  Gerteral  Aviation  Atternativa  would 
ba  tha  same  as  those  discussed  for  tha  Proposed  Action. 

4.2.2.3  Non-Aviation  Aftamathra.  Tha  Non-Aviation  Altamativa  lartd  usas 
within  tha  ROI  would  remain  essentially  the  same  except  there  would  no 
longer  ba  larKi  uses  associated  with  aviation.  Specific  land  use  changes  on 
Eaker  AFB  would  be  as  follows: 

•  The  airfield  land  use  would  be  eliminated,  as  would  the  aviabon 
support  zone. 

•  The  industrial  zone  would  increase  by  514  to  799  acres.  This 
increase  would  be  gained  by  converting  450  acres  of  airfield, 

27  acres  of  public/recreation,  and  37  acres  of  the  agricultural 
land  use  zone. 
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•  Th«  institutional  (educational)  land  use  zone  (98  acres)  would  be 
created  by  converting  3S  acres  of  kKfustrial,  37  acres  of 
commercial,  1 6  acres  of  residential,  and  1 0  acres  of  vacant 
land. 

•  The  commercial  land  use  zorte  would  increase  by  5  to  87  acres. 
The  increase  would  be  gained  by  converting  2  acres  of  the 
institutional  (medical)  zone  and  3  acres  of  the  residential  zorte. 

•  The  residential  land  use  zone  would  decrease  by  42  to 
222  acres. 

•  The  public/recreational  land  use  zorte  would  irtcrease  by  808  to 
710  acres.  This  increase  would  occur  through  conversion  of 
498  acres  of  agricuhural  and  7  acres  of  vacant  land. 

•  The  agricultural  land  use  zone  would  decrease  by  1 3  to 
1,370  acres.  This  would  be  accomplished  through  conversion 
of  public/recreation  zone  acreage. 

•  The  vacant  land  area  zone  would  be  eliminated  as  would  the 
institutional  (medical)  zone. 

On-base  land  use  relationships  in  die  existing  developed  portions  of  the  base 
would  be  similar  to  those  under  the  Proposed  Action.  The  major  differences 
from  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  the  conversion  of  aviation  uses  to 
industrial  and  the  conversion  of  additional  vacant  lands  to  agricultural  use. 

The  proposed  on-base  land  uses  would  be  generally  compatible  except 
where  the  residential  areas  would  be  adjacent  to  the  commercial  and 
agricuttural  uses  proposed  for  the  northwest  quadrant  of  the  base 
(Figure  4.2-5). 

The  SCS  evaluated  potential  impacts  to  prime  farmland  that  would  result 
from  this  alternative  (Appendix  H).  Under  the  Non-Aviation  Alternative, 

243  acres  of  prime  farmland  would  be  converted  to  industrial  and 
public/recreation  land  uses. 

The  farmland  to  be  converted  was  assigned  a  score  of  106.7  using  the 
method  specified  in  Form  AD-1006.  Applying  the  criteria  contained  in  the 
LESA  results  in  a  determination  that  the  impacted  lands  have  "a  low  rating 
for  protection.*  Based  on  this  score,  it  appears  that  utilization  of  this  site 
would  be  consistent  with  the  intent  of  the  FPPA  that  federal  agencies 
minimize  adverse  impacts  to  agriculture  from  their  projects  and  programs. 

Aesthetics.  Proposed  single-family  residential  uses  and  agricultural  uses 
would  be  adjacent  to  each  other  and  may  result  in  alteration  of  the  visual 
character  of  the  northwest  quadrant  of  the  base.  The  open  setting  as 
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vtawed  from  the  sir^ol®*fa'T>‘lv  residential  community  would  be  altered  due  to 
the  increased  activity  associated  with  mechanized  agricultural  activities. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Mitigation  to  be  considered  for  the  potential  land 
use/aesthetics  impacts  identified  for  the  Non-Aviation  Alternative  would  be 
the  same  as  those  described  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

4.2.2.4  Other  Land  Use  Concepts.  Impacts  of  each  proposed  federal 
transfer  and  other  independent  land  use  concepts  are  evaluated  for 
compatibility  with  land  use  plans  and  regulations,  impacts  to  on-  and 
off-base  land  uses,  and  general  land  use  trends  in  the  region. 

McKinney  Act  Housing 

Land  Use.  The  housing  in  the  northwest  area  would  be  compatible  with  the 
Proposed  Action  and  the  General  Aviation  and  Non-Aviation  alternatives, 
since  the  northwest  corner  of  the  base  is  delineated  for  continued  residential 
use.  This  proposal  should  have  little  effect  on  surrounding  land  uses.  The 
duplex  units  in  the  southwest  would  be  compatible  with  the  General 
Aviation  Alternative.  Under  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  Non-Aviation 
Alternative  this  area  is  delineated  for  commercial  use  with  demolition  of  all 
existing  structures.  No  impacts  are  anticipated  as  the  housing  area  is 
located  in  the  southern  end  of  the  proposed  commercial  development. 

Aesthetics.  This  use  and  these  locations  are  visually  compatible  with 
adjacent  development. 

Interpretive  Center/Museum 

Land  Use.  This  proposal  would  be  compatible  with  the  Proposed  Action  and 
General  Aviation  and  Non-Aviation  alternatives  and  should  have  little 
adverse  effect  on  the  surrounding  land  uses  because  this  land  will  be 
retained  as  undeveloped  open  space. 

Aesthetics.  The  Interpretive  Center/Museum  would  be  visually  compatible 
with  adjacent  development. 

4.2. 2. 5  No-Action  Alternative 

Land  Use.  Because  the  federal  government  would  retain  ownership  of  the 
property  under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  it  would  remain  outside  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  local  communities.  Keeping  the  base  closed,  however, 
would  be  inconsistent  with  local  plans  for  reuse. 

The  No-Action  Alternative  would  cause  no  physical  changes  in  on-base  land 
use  from  conditions  at  closure.  Functionally,  there  would  be  no  use  of  base 
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land  or  facilities.  OL  personnel  would  continue  to  maintain  the  buildings  and 
grounds. 

Aesthetics.  The  No-Action  Alternative  would  not  be  expected  to  affect  the 
visual  and  aesthetic  quality  of  the  base  or  the  surrounding  area.  Some 
landscaped  portions  of  the  base  would  receive  less  intensive  maintenance. 
The  absence  of  human  activity  on  the  base  would  enhance  and  accelerate 
the  return  to  natural  conditions  in  some  areas. 

4.2.3  Transportation 

The  effects  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  on  each  component  of 
the  transportation  system,  including  roadways,  airspace  and  air  traffic,  and 
other  transportation  modes,  are  presented  in  this  section.  Possible 
mitigation  measures  are  discussed  for  those  components  likely  to  experience 
substantial  adverse  impacts  under  the  Proposed  Action  or  any  alternative. 

Roadways.  Reuse-related  effects  on  roadway  traffic  were  assessed  by 
estimating  the  number  of  trips  generated  by  each  land  use  considering 
employees,  visitors,  residents,  and  service  vehicles  associated  with 
construction  and  all  other  on-site  activities  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  each 
alternative.  Principal  trip-generating  land  uses  included  industrial, 
commercial,  residential,  and  airport  uses.  These  trips  were  distributed  to 
the  roadway  system  based  on  proposed  land  uses  and  existing  travel 
patterns.  This  analysis  is  based  on  daily  thps  as  distributed,  existing  data 
on  roadway  capacities,  traffic  volumes,  and  established  standards. 

To  determine  reuse-related  effects  on  local  roadways,  baseline  closure 
traffic  volumes  were  increased  in  direct  proponion  to  the  increase  in 
population  of  Blytheville  and  Gosnell  during  the  period  1993-2013.  This 
increase  represents  the  secondary  growth  in  the  local  communities  as  a 
result  of  reuse-related  activities  and  is  distributed  over  the  existing  road 
network.  The  reuse-related  traffic  volumes  were  then  added  and  traffic 
impacts  were  determined  based  on  LOS  changes  for  each  of  the  key  roads 
(see  Table  3.2-2  for  definitions  of  LOS). 

The  transportation  analysis  used  the  standard  analytical  techniques  of  trip 
generating,  trip  distribution,  and  traffic  assignment.  Trip  generation  was 
based  on  applying  the  trip  rates  from  Trip  Generation  (Institute  of 
Transportation  Engineers,  1987)  to  the  existing  and  proposed  land  uses  to 
obtain  total  daily  trips.  Peak-hour  analyses  assumed  that  1 5  percent  of  daily 
trips  would  occur  during  the  peak  hour. 

The  trip  distribution  analysis  assumed  that  the  reuse  alternatives  would,  in 
general,  take  advantage  of  the  five  main  access  points  to  the  base  area: 

Main  Gate  via  SH  151,  Gate  3  via  SH  151,  and  three  new  access  points. 
These  new  access  points  include  access  from  SH  1 50,  an  extension  from 
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Highland  Avenua,  and  an  addiiionai  accaaa  from  SH  1 5 1 .  Distribution  of 
traffic  to  artd  from  dra  basa  araa  for  each  rausa  plan  was  based  on  axisting 
traffic  patterns  as  datarminad  from  tha  7r»^«c  Engin«0finQ  Study  prepared 
by  tha  Military  Traffic  Management  Commartd,  tha  type  of  proposed  land 
use.  and  tha  distribution  of  places  of  residences  of  personnel  working  on 
Eakar  AFB  (Military  Traffic  Management  Commartd  Traffic  Er^ginaering 
Agency.  1988).  It  was  assumed  that  tha  rasirkintial  chotcas  of  tha  prefect' 
related  employees  would  correspond  closely  to  those  of  basa  personnel. 
Finally,  the  distributed  trips  ware  assigned  to  tha  surrounding  road  rretwork. 

Airspaca/Air  Traffic.  Tha  airspace  analysis  examines  the  type  and  level  of 
aircraft  operations  projected  for  tha  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  artd 
compares  them  to  how  the  airspace  was  configured  and  used  urvder  the 
praclosure  reference.  The  impact  analysis  considers  the  relationship  of  the 
projected  aircraft  operations  to  the  operational  capacity  of  the  airport,  using 
criteria  that  have  been  established  by  the  FAA  for  determining  airport 
service  volumes.  Potential  effects  on  airspace  use  were  assessed,  based  on 
the  extent  to  which  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives  could  (1 )  require 
modifications  to  the  airspace  structure  or  ATC  systems  and/or  facilities;  (2) 
restrict,  limit,  or  otherwise  delay  other  air  traffic  in  the  region;  or  (3) 
encroach  on  other  airspace  areas  ar>d  uses. 

The  FAA  is  ultimately  responsible  for  evaluating  the  specific  effects  that  the 
reuse  of  an  airport  will  have  on  the  safe  arul  efficient  use  of  navigable 
airspace  by  aircraft.  Such  a  study  is  based  on  details  from  the  airport 
proponent's  Airport  Plan  and  consists  of  an  airspace  analysis,  a  flight  safety 
review,  and  a  review  of  the  potential  effect  of  the  proposal  on  ATC  and  air 
na  /igationat  facilities.  Once  this  study  is  completed,  the  FAA  can  then 
determine  the  actual  requirements  for  facilities,  terminal  and  en  route 
airspace,  and  instrument  flight  procedures. 

Other  Transportation  Modes.  Because  neither  the  Proposed  Action  nor  any 
of  the  alternatives  assumes  direct  use  of  local  railroads  or  waterways,  direct 
effects  on  rail  and  waterway  transport  are  expected  to  be  minimal. 

4.2.3. 1  Proposed  Action 

Roadways.  By  2013,  the  major  traffic  generators  would  be  9,700  projected 
employees  and  the  approximately  3, 1 20  annual  airline  passengers 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  At  this  time  it  is  estimated  that  about 
25,200  one-way  trips  (vehicle  trip  ends)  would  be  generated  by  the 
Proposed  Action  on  a  typical  weekday  (a  round  trip  comprises  two  vehicle 
trip  ends).  The  numbers  of  estimated  trips  generated  by  on-site 
development  at  various  phases  of  reuse  are  depicted  in  Table  4.2-1 .  The 
number  of  trips  generated  by  the  Proposed  Action  would  increase  steadily, 
exceeding  the  1 991  preclosure  level  by  the  year  2003.  The  greatest  change 
in  volume  of  trips  would  occur  from  2003  to  2013. 
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T«tH«  4.2*1 .  Sumnuiry  of  Total  Daily  Trips  Ganaratad  by  Various  Rausa 

Altamativas 


Reuse  Alternative 

1998 

2003 

2013 

Proposed  Action 

2,010 

9,310 

25,200 

General  Aviation 

610 

16,600 

Non-Aviation 

2,730 

20,100 

Not*:  Oailv  trip*  o«o«r*t*d  ar*  d«fir>«d  on«-w*y  v*hic<*  (rip*. 


Regional.  Project-oanerated  and  non-project-oenerated  traffic  would 
increase  the  daily  traffic  on  interstate  55  by  approximately  1 5  percent  by 
2013.  As  a  result,  Interstate  55  would  continue  to  operate  at  LOS  A.  The 
closure  and  relocation  of  the  Blythevitle  Municipal  Airport  to  Eaker  AFB 
would  result  in  a  negligible  decrease  in  traffic  at  Blytheville  Municipal 
Airport,  offset  by  a  slight  increase  in  traffic  at  Eaker  AFB. 

Local.  Figure  4.2*6  shows  the  non-project  and  project-generated  peak-hour 
traffic  for  the  years  1991  (preclosure),  1993  Iclosurei,  1998,  2003.  and 
2013  for  each  of  the  key  local  roads  and  the  associated  LOS  that  would 
result  from  the  Proposed  Action.  Through  1998,  ail  local  roadways  should 
function  at  LOS  C  or  better.  By  2003,  one  location  <SH  151  between  the 
Main  Gate  and  Gosnelt)  would  start  to  experience  some  level  of  impeded 
operation  (LOS  D).  By  2013,  the  LOS  of  all  throe  SH  151  locations  on  the 
west  side  of  the  base  would  be  degraded  to  level  E. 

On-Base.  The  Proposed  Action  assumes  that  existing  on-base  roadways 
would  be  used  in  the  short  term  during  the  construction  period.  As  part  of 
the  eventual  site  development  plan,  internal  circulation  must  accommodate 
the  intensity  of  vehicular  and  pedestrian  activities  and  provide  acceptable 
LOS,  including  access  from  the  local  road  network.  Redevelopment  plans 
are  expected  to  incorporate  internal  circulation  requirements  which  meet 
local  planning  objectives. 

Airspace/Air  Traffic.  For  this  analysis,  it  is  assumed  that  the  same  type  of 
radar  coverage  and  navigational  aids  that  were  in  place  at  base  closure 
would  also  be  in  place  for  the  Proposed  Action.  This  equipment  would  allow 
for  an  equivalent  level  of  ATC  services  for  reuse  aviation  activities.  The 
existing  ILS  would  need  to  be  replaced  or  upgraded  to  be  compatible  with 
FAA  specifications.  VOR  NPI  approaches  would  be  required  to  replace  the 
existing  TACAN  military  approaches.  The  FAA  would  be  responsible  for 
designing  and  flight-checking  such  procedures. 

The  airspace  surrounding  Eaker  AFB  is  virtually  unconstrained.  Arrival  and 
departure  procedures  under  VFR  weather  conditions  would  remain  similar  to 
those  under  the  preclosure  reference.  Under  IFR  conditions,  aircraft  could 
be  routed  to  the  updated  ILS  in  a  manner  similar  to  preclosure  procedures. 
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Segment 


Vehicles  Per  Hour 


Level  of  Service 


Preclosure 

U.S.  61 

Closure 

B«Mieen  SH  150 

1998 

and  Hiflhiand  Av«nue 

2003 

2013 

Preclosure 

U.S.  61 

Closure 

8eM«en  Hlflftiand  Avenua 
and  Chickasawba  Streat  2003 

2013 

Preclosure 

SH  181 

Closure 

Baiwaen  SH  1S0 

1998 

and  Main  Gate 

2003 

2013 

Preclosure 

SH  151 

Closure 

Benvean  Main  Gate  and  ^ 

Gosneit  City  Limits  toutfi  2003 

2013 

Preclosure 

SH  151 

Closure 

Batiwaan  Gosneil  soutn  ' 

and  Pemiscot  Bayou 

2003 

2013 

Preclosure 

SH  151 

Closure 

Baiarean  Pemiscot 

1998 

Bayou  and  Main  Saeai 

2013 

EXPLANATION 

Peak-Hour 

!■ 

Non- Project-Generated  Traffic 
(Vehicles  per  Hour) 

Traffic  Volume - 
Proposed  Action 

Project-Generated  Traffic 
(Vehicles  per  Hour) 

□ 

Existing  Capacity 

Figure  4.2-6 
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Figure  4.2-6  (continued) 
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be  routed  to  the  updated  ILS  in  a  manner  similar  to  preciosure  procedures. 
The  number  of  operations  projected  in  the  Proposed  Action  baseline  year 
(1993)  is  more  than  120  percent  greater  than  the  number  of  annual 
operations  under  the  preclosure  reference,  However,  the  majority  of  these 
operations  would  be  by  small  general  aviation  aircraft,  and  the  overall 
airspace  and  ATC  requirements  under  the  Proposed  Action  would  therefore 
be  slightly  less  than  the  requirements  under  the  preclosure  reference  point. 
Because  Eaker  AFB  is  in  a  relatively  remote  area  with  only  minimal  airspace 
restrictions  and  has  no  large  airports  located  within  a  40-nautical  mile 
radius,  it  is  not  likely  that  the  Proposed  Action  would  affect  the  area 
airspace.  Although  aircraft  activity  for  the  Proposed  Action  is  expected  to 
be  greater  than  32,000  operations  in  1993,  the  single  runway  at  Eaker  AFB 
is  capable  of  accommodating  230,000  annual  operations  under  FAA 
guidelines.  The  Proposed  Action  is  expected  to  produce  substantially  more 
operations  than  occurred  under  the  preclosure  reference,  but  the  airfield  and 
ATC  system  can  easily  accommodate  the  additional  operations. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  existing  radar  facility  would  not  be  replaced  under 
any  aviation  alternative.  The  FAA  has  determined  that  there  is  insufficient 
traffic  in  the  area  to  maintain  or  replace  this  facility.  As  such,  the  ATC 
capacity  for  handling  instrument  approach  operations  at  Eaker  AFB  would  be 
reduced.  The  FAA  radar  system  at  Memphis  would  provide  service  to 
aircraft  approaching  and  departing  Eaker  AFB.  Because  of  the  distances 
between  Eaker  AFB  and  this  radar  system,  complete  radar  coverage  for 
instrument  approaches  to  Eaker  AFB  would  not  be  available.  Therefore,  a 
portion  of  any  instrument  approach  would  be  in  a  non-radar  environment,  in 
which  aircraft  separation  increases  greatly.  This  would  reduce  the  number 
of  aircraft  per  hour  that  can  land  utilizing  instrument  approaches  as 
compared  to  preclosure  conditions.  For  the  Proposed  Action,  this  reduction 
in  IFR  capacity  may  impact  aviation  users  by  increasing  arrival  and  departure 
delay. 

Air  Transportation.  The  Proposed  Action  assumes  a  minimal  level  of 
passenger  activity  through  2013,  when  approximately  3,120  passengers  are 
projected  to  pass  through  Eaker  AFB.  Many  of  these  passengers  would  be 
individuals  who  are  currently  driving  to  or  from  Memphis  International 
Airport  to  obtain  commercial  air  service.  Under  the  Proposed  Action,  it  is 
assumed  that  Memphis  would  realize  a  loss  of  passengers  equal  to  the 
projected  level  of  passengers  under  the  Proposed  Action.  However, 
because  Memphis  is  a  hub  airport  (for  Northwest  Airlines),  it  is  likely  that 
Memphis  would  recognize  only  minimal  losses  of  passenger  traffic  during 
the  20'year  planning  period.  The  loss  in  origin  and  destination  traffic  would 
be  supplemented  by  a  corresponding  increase  in  the  number  of  connecting 
passengers  on  a  given  aircraft. 

Because  the  Proposed  Action  assumes  the  relocation  of  Blytheville  Municipal 
Airport  to  Eaker  AFB,  it  is  unlikely  that  any  significant  impacts  on  general 
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assumes  that  the  activity  at  Blytheville  Municipal  would  be  transferred  to 
Eaker  AFB.  It  is  possible  that  some  shifts  in  aircraft  basings  from  one 
regional  airport  to  another  may  occur,  due  to  aircraft  owner  reluctance  to 
use  Eaker  or  increased  driving  time  to  their  hangar.  The  probability  of  these 
occurrences  is  low. 

MKigation  Measures.  Potential  mitigation  measures  that  improve  the  LOS 
on  SH  151  include  Transportation  Demand  Management  (TDM)  measures  to 
encourage  person-  and  vehicle-trip  reductions  and  peak-period  modification. 
These  measures  could  include  reduced  work  weeks  to  reduce  person-trips, 
ridesharing,  and  flexible  work  schedules  to  modify  peak  traffic  periods. 
Implementation  of  TDM  could  reduce  vehicle  trips  by  a  maximum  of 
10  percent.  Projected  LOS  E  on  SH  151  by  the  year  2013  would  improve 
to  LOS  D  with  efficient  use  of  TDM  measures. 

4.2.3.2  General  Aviation  Alternative 

Roadways.  By  2013,  the  major  traffic  generators  would  be  5,900  projected 
employees  associated  with  the  General  Aviation  Alternative.  At  this  time,  it 
is  estimated  that  about  1 6,600  vehicle  trip  ends  would  be  generated  by  the 
General  Aviation  Alternative  on  a  typical  weekday.  The  estimated  number 
of  trips  generated  by  on-site  development  at  various  phases  of  reuse  are 
depicted  in  Table  4.2-1 .  The  number  of  trips  generated  by  the  General 
Aviation  Alternative  would  increase  steadily,  exceeding  the  1991  preclosure 
level  by  the  year  2003.  The  greatest  change  in  volume  of  trips  would  occur 
from  2003  to  2013. 

Regional.  Project-generated  and  non-project-generated  traffic  would 
increase  the  daily  traffic  on  Interstate  55  by  approximately  1 5  percent  by 
2013.  Interstate  55  has  the  growth  capacity  to  operate  at  LOS  A.  Effects 
to  regional  transportation  as  a  result  of  closing  and  relocation  of  the 
Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  would  be  the  same  as  described  in  the 
Proposed  Action. 

Local.  Figure  4.2-7  shows  the  non-project-generated  and  project-generated 
peak-hour  traffic  for  the  years  1991  (preclosure),  1993  (closure),  1998, 
2003,  and  2013  and  the  associated  LOS  on  key  local  roads  that  would 
result  from  the  General  Aviation  Alternative.  Through  1998,  all  local 
roadways  should  function  at  LOS  C  or  better.  By  2013,  one  location 
(U.S.  61  near  Chickasawba  Street)  would  start  to  experience  some  level  of 
impeded  operation  (LOS  D).  Also,  the  LOS  of  SH  151  locations  on  the  west 
side  of  the  site  would  be  degraded  to  LOS  D.  Although  LOS  D  implies  that 
vehicle  speeds  and  movements  are  restricted,  it  is  still  in  the  range  of  stable 
traffic  flow.  Thus,  under  the  General  Aviation  Alternative,  local  roadways 
should  not  be  severely  affected. 
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Segment 


Vehicles  Per  Hour 


Level  of  Service 


Preclosure 

U.S.61 

Closure 

Between  SH  150 

1998 

and  Highland  Avenue 

2003 

2013 

Preclosure 

U,S.61 

Closure 

Between  Highland  Avenue 
and  Chicitaaawba  Street  2003 

2013 

Preclosure 

SH  181 

Closure 

Between  SH  150 

1998 

and  Main  Gate 

2003 

2013 

Preclosure 

SH  151 

Closure 

Between  Main  Gate  and  1998 

Gosnett  City  Limits  south  2003 

2013 

Preclosure 

SH  151 

Closure 

Between  Gosnell  south  f®®® 

and  Pemiscot  Bayou 

2003 

2013 

Preclosure 

SH  151 

Closure 

Between  Pemiscot 

1998 

Bayou  and  Main  Street  2003 

2013 
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Segment 

Vehicles  Per  Hour 

Level  of  Service 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

C 

B 

B 

B 

B 


6  2.000  4,000  6,000  8,000  10^ 


SH  18 

SHISTtoU.S.  61 


SH  18 

SH151  toSH239 


Preclosure 

Closure 

1998 

2003 

2013 

Preclosure 

Closure 

1998 

2003 

2013 


b^35^_ 


bmiSg- 


□  3700 


3  3700 


□  3700 


□  3700 


iSHsr  /■/  ■■ 


□  3700 


□  2500 


3  2500 


3  2500 


3  2500 


3  2600 


EXPLANATION 

Peak-Hour 

Non-Project-Generated  Traffic 

Traffic  Volume  - 

J  (Vehldes  per  Hour) 

General  Aviation 

Project-Generated  Traffic 

Y/fA  (Vehicles  per  Hour) 

Alternative 

1  !  Exlsiing  Capacity 

Figure  4.2-7  (continued) 
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Qn-Basa.  Tha  Ganaral  AvUiiJon  Attarruitiva  asaumas  that  axisung  on  t^aaa 
roadways  would  ba  usad  trt  tha  shon  dur^  tha  cortstructton  pariod 
As  part  of  tha  avantual  sita  davalopmant  plan,  tntarnai  ctrcuiattort  must 
accommodata  tha  intansity  of  vahicuiar  artd  padastnan  acuvitias  and  {^ovida 
an  accaptabia  lOS  including  accass  from  tN»  local  road  natworU 
Radavaiopmant  plans  ara  axpactad  to  mcorporaia  mtarn^  ctfcutabon 
fMiuiramanu  which  meat  local  planning  obtacbvas- 

Airspaca/Ak  Traffic.  Tha  Ganaral  Avtabon  Altarnativa  assumas  that  only 
minimal  ATC  sarvicas  and  navigahonai  aids  would  ba  ratainad  undar  rausa 
Bacausa  this  altarnativa  doas  not  irKluda  air  carnar.  aircraft  mamtanancs,  atr 
cargo  activity,  or  usa  of  tha  basa  as  an  ak  carnar  waathar  altarnata  sna.  it  ts 
assumad  that  tha  control  towar  and  ILS  would  ba  dacomrmssioned  This 
altarnativa  doas  mcluda  tha  astablishmant  of  a  NPi  approach  to  Runway 
18/36  from  tha  Gosnall  VOR.  Without  tha  control  towar.  no  airport  traffic 
area  or  control  zona  would  ba  raquirad.  A  transition  araa  would  ba  raouirad 
to  sagragata  IFR  from  VFR  traffic. 

To  provida  for  pilot  communicationi  with  th#  airport,  tha  atr-  ouH  ha 
givan  a  UNICOM  (two-way  radio)  fraquancy  to  provida  s^.a  and  ordarty  flow 
of  traffic. 

Preclosvre  oparations  at  Eakar  AFB  con»titutad  t  'trge  parceniaga  of  tha 
region's  overall  traffic.  With  the  transfer  of  general  avtstion  from  Blythe  villa 
Municipal  Airport  to  Eaker  AFB,  the  number  of  total  operations  at  Eaker  AFB 
and  other  airports  in  the  region  would  decrease,  ss  compared  to  the 
preciosure  reference.  Due  to  this  decrease  end  the  elimmstion  of  the 
majority  of  high  performarKe  aircraft  from  the  area  airspace,  no  impacts  to 
the  region's  airspace  would  be  realized.  Although  radar  coverage  would  not 
be  possible  for  Eaker  AFB  after  closure,  increased  IFR  srhvsl  separation 
would  not  impact  the  low  levels  of  traffic  projected  to  require  these 
services. 

Air  Transportation.  Implementation  of  the  General  Aviation  Alternative 
would  not  provide  commercial  passenger  or  air  cargo  service  at  Eaker  AFB. 
Impacts  on  commercial  passenger  service  at  Memphis  International  Airport 
would  be  minimal,  as  compared  to  the  preciosure  reference. 

The  General  Aviation  Alternative  provides  improved  facilities  over  the 
preclosure  reference.  Most  impacts  are  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action. 

4.2.3.3  Non-Avietion  Altemetive 

Roedways.  By  2013  the  major  traffic  generators  would  be  6,100  projected 
employees  associated  with  the  Non-  Aviation  Alternative.  At  this  time,  it  is 
estimated  that  about  20, 1 00  vehicle  trip  ends  would  be  generated  by  the 
Non-Aviation  Alternative  on  a  typical  weekday.  The  estimated  number  of 
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trips  o«narated  by  on-site  development  at  various  phases  of  reuse  are 
depicted  in  Table  4.2-1 .  The  number  of  trips  generated  by  the  Non-Aviation 
Alternative  would  increase  steadily,  exceeding  the  1991  preclosure  level  by 
the  year  2003.  The  greatest  change  in  volume  of  trips  would  occur  from 
2003  to  2013. 

Regional.  Projeut-genersted  and  non- project-generated  traffic  would 
increase  the  daily  traffic  on  interstate  55  by  approximately  1 5  percent  by 
2013.  Interstate  55  has  the  growth  capacity  to  operate  at  LOS  A. 

Local.  Figure  4.2-8  shows  the  non-project  and  project-generated  peak-hour 
traffic  for  the  years  1991  (preclosure),  1993  (closure),  1998,  2003,  and 
201 3  and  the  associated  LOS  on  key  local  roads  that  wo'iid  result  from  the 
Non-Aviation  Alternative.  Through  1 998,  all  local  roadways  should  function 
at  lOS  C  or  better.  By  2003,  two  locations  (SH  151  between  the  Main 
Gate  and  Gosnell  and  SH  151  between  Pemiscot  Bayou  and  Main  Street) 
would  start  to  experience  some  level  of  impeded  operation  (LOS  D).  By 
2013,  the  LOS  of  all  three  SH  151  locations  on  the  west  side  of  the  site 
would  be  degraded  to  LOS  E. 

On-Base.  The  Non-Aviation  Alternative  assumes  that  existing  on-base 
roadways  would  be  used  in  the  short  term  during  the  construction  period. 

As  part  of  the  eventual  site  development  plan,  internal  circulation  must 
accommodate  the  intensity  of  vehicular  and  pedestrian  activities  and  provide 
an  acceptable  LOS  including  access  from  the  local  road  network. 
Redevelopment  plans  are  expected  to  incorporate  internal  circulation 
requirements  which  meet  local  planning  objectives. 

Airspace/ Air  Traffic.  This  alternative  would  replace  the  airfield  with 
industrial/agricuitural  uses.  Cessation  of  all  air  operations  at  Eaker  would 
eliminate  the  need  for  all  of  the  airspace/ATC  associated  with  the  VFR  and 
IFR  airfield  traffic  patterns,  published  instrument  approach/  departure 
procedures,  and  the  transitioning  of  aircraft  between  the  airbase  terminal 
and  the  en  route  airspace  system.  The  elimination  of  Eaker  AFB-  related 
airspace  requirements  and  air  traffic  operations  would  provide  additional 
unconstrained  airspace  for  the  overall  ATC  environment  in  the  ROI. 

The  TACAN  is  a  navigational  aid  that  can  be  used  only  by  military  aircraft. 
The  Eaker  ILS  can  only  serve  Eaker  AFB.  Because  these  navigational  aids 
cannot  play  a  role  in  the  National  Airspace  System,  the  decommissioning  of 
the  equipment  would  not  affect  airspace  management  in  the  area. 

Air  Transportation.  There  would  be  no  impact  to  air  transportation  under 
this  alternative. 
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Figure  4.2-8 
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Figure  4.2-8  (continued) 


4-28 


Baker  AFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FEIS 


MHigstion  Mtasures.  Mitigations  to  be  considered  for  the  potential 
transportation  impacts  on  SH  1  SI  identified  for  the  Non-Aviation  Alternative 
would  remain  the  same  as  those  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

4.2.3.4  Other  Land  Use  Concepts.  Transportation  effects  are  discussed  in 
this  section  for  each  proposed  land  use  concept.  The  analysis  considers  the 
net  effect  of  each  of  these  plans  in  relation  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives.  This  analysis  concentrates  on  roadway  transportation, 
assessed  in  terms  of  percent  change  in  daily  trips  by  the  year  2013.  These 
uses,  in  general,  would  not  measurably  affect  airspace,  air  transportation,  or 
rail  transportation. 

McKinney  Act.  In  conjunction  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  any  of  the 
alternatives,  this  land  use  would  result  in  no  change  in  the  total  daily  trips  or 
LOS. 

Interpretive  Center/Museum.  Impacts  of  this  land  use  on  roads  would  be 
minimal.  It  would  result  in  small  changes  in  the  number  of  daily  trips, 
insufficient  to  affect  LOS  on  any  road  analyzed.  Traffic  to  the  site  could 
enter  the  base  from  the  new  access  at  Highland  Avenue. 

4.2.3. 5  No-Action  Alternative 

Roadways.  Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  traffic  volumes  on  many  of  the 
local  roadways  would  be  expected  to  decline  as  the  population  in  Mississippi 
County  and  Blytheville  drops.  The  LOS  on  the  road  segments  analyzed 
would  improve  correspondingly.  However,  with  the  population  of  Gosnell 
increasing  to  approximately  6,200  persons,  the  peak-hour  volume  on 
SH  151  is  estimated  to  increase  to  2,300  vehicles  resulting  in  LOS  D  by 
2013.  On  SH  181  the  peak  hour  volume  will  be  545  vehicles  resulting  in 
LOS  B. 

On-base  roads  would  no  longer  be  used  except  by  a  50-person  OL  using 
primarily  the  Main  Gate  and  SH  151.  All  on-base  roads  would  operate  at 
LOS  A. 

Airspace/Air  Traffic.  Cessation  of  all  air  operations  at  Eaker  AFB  and  the 
decommissioning  of  the  navigational  equipment  would  have  the  same 
effects  on  airspace  in  the  ROI  as  discussed  for  the  Non-Aviation  Alternative. 

Air  Transportation.  There  would  be  no  impact  to  air  transpoaation  under 
the  No-Action  Alternative. 

Other  Transportation  Modes.  There  would  be  no  impact  to  the  rail  system 
under  the  No- Action  Alternative.  There  would  be  a  reduction  in  barge  traffic 
transporting  petroleum  products. 
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4.2.4  Utilitief 


Direct  and  indirect  changes  in  future  utility  demand  for  each  alternative  were 
estimated  based  on  historic,  preclosure,  and  per-capita  average  daily  use  on 
Eaker  AFB  and  in  the  cities  of  Blytheville  and  Gosnell.  These  factors  were 
applied  to  projections  of  the  number  of  future  residents  and  employees 
associated  with  each  of  the  alternatives.  Table  4.2-2  shows  the  projected 
changes  in  utility  demand  expected  to  occur  as  a  result  of  implementation  of 
the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives.  The  figures  shown  for  the  forecasted 
ROI  demand  also  represent  the  No-Action  Alternative  and  generally  reflect 
the  change  expected  in  utility  usage  in  the  area  without  redevelopment  of 
the  base.  The  other  alternatives  reflect  the  growth  anticipated  due  to  base 
reuse. 

The  forecasted  ROI  demand  was  developed  by  reviewing  past  consumption 
levels  with  the  individual  utility  purveyors,  which  did  not  have  long-term 
projections  available  for  incorporation  into  this  EIS.  Projections  were 
developed  by  determining  a  per-capita  rate  for  each  utility  system  based  on 
the  information  provided. 

4.2.4. 1  Proposed  Action 

Water  Demand.  The  total  projected  water  demand  in  the  ROI  would  be 
0.04,  0.28,  and  1.20  MGD  in  the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013, 
respectively.  The  Proposed  Action  would  create  an  on-base  water  demand 
of  0.4  MGD  by  the  year  2013.  An  additional  0.8  MGD  would  be  required  in 
the  ROI  by  2013  for  indirect  requirements.  The  Proposed  Action  water 
demartd  would  be  0.66  MGD  in  the  city  of  Blytheville  in  the  year  2013, 
resulting  in  a  total  water  demand  of  approximately  3.5  MGD.  The  current 
system  capacity  is  6  MGD.  In  the  city  of  Gosnell  the  water  demand 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  0.16  MGD  in  the  year  2013. 
Gosneli's  total  water  demand  is  projected  to  be  0.75  MGD,  on  a  system 
with  a  capacity  of  0.7  MGD.  Additional  pumping  and  treatment  capacity 
would  be  needed  to  meet  demand. 

Reuse  of  the  on-base  water  system  may  encounter  some  difficulties  given 
the  age  of  the  system.  A  1 985  study  of  the  conditions  of  the  on-base  wells 
noted  that,  although  the  wells  are  able  to  meet  current  demands,  they  could 
fail  at  any  time  given  their  age.  If  existing  on-base  wells  were  to  fail,  one 
option  to  supply  the  reuse  development  would  be  the  existing 
interconnection  with  the  Gosnell  Water  Association.  The  association  will 
have  an  adequate  water  supply  during  the  initial  years  of  reuse  and  should 
be  capable  of  meeting  the  reuse  needs  until  the  year  2003.  After  2003, 
replacement  wells  or  an  interconnection  with  the  city  of  Blytheville  may  be 
necessary.  The  closure  and  relocation  of  the  Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  to 
Eaker  AFB  would  eliminate  the  need  for  water  used  for  airport  activities  at 
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Table  A.2'2.  Total  Projactad  Ut8itv  Demand  in  the  Region  of  Influence 


(Percent  (Percent  (Percent 


1998 

Increase) 

2003 

Increase) 

2013 

Increase) 

Water  Demand  (MGD) 

Forecasted  ROI  Demand* 

3.42 

3.43 

3.49 

Proposed  Action 

0.04 

1.0 

0.28 

8.2 

1.20 

34.4 

General  Aviation  Alternative 

0.02 

0.6 

0.11 

3.2 

0.75 

21.5 

Non-Aviation  Alternative 

0.03 

0.9 

0.12 

3.5 

0.53 

15.2 

Waetewstar  (MGD) 

Forecasted  ROt  Demand* 

2.58 

2.60 

2.69 

Proposed  Action 

0.02 

0.8 

0.22 

8.5 

0.94 

34.9 

General  Aviation  Alterrtative 

0.02 

0.8 

0.10 

3.8 

0.65 

24.2 

Non-Aviation  Alternative 

0.03 

1.2 

0.10 

3.8 

0.42 

15.6 

SoHd  Waata  (tons/day) 

Forecasted  ROI  Demand* 

98 

97 

97 

Proposed  Action 

19.0 

19.4 

22.8 

23.5 

43.3 

44.6 

General  Aviation  Alternative 

11.5 

11.7 

14.2 

14.6 

38.0 

39.2 

Non-Aviation  Alternative 

21.6 

22.0 

27.4 

28.2 

43.1 

44.4 

Bectridty  (MWH/day) 

Forecasted  ROI  Demartd* 

6,776 

6.376 

7,771 

Proposed  Action 

5.62 

0.1 

37.1 

0.58 

134.6 

1.73 

General  Aviation  Alternative 

3.68 

0.06 

26.69 

0.42 

124.1 

1.60 

Non-Aviation  Alternative 

19.0 

0.33 

67.2 

1.05 

162.1 

2.1 

Natural  Gaa  (thouaand  therma/day) 

Forecasted  ROI  Demand* 

15.4 

17.0 

20.7 

Proposed  Action 

0.23 

1.5 

1.88 

11.1 

7.61 

36.7 

Gerteral  Aviation  Alternative 

0.17 

1.1 

1.11 

6.5 

6.26 

30.2 

Non-Aviation  Alternative 

0.75 

4.9 

2.64 

15.5 

7.11 

34.3 

*  FtopfVMnt*  total  damand  foracaatad  for  tfw  ROI  for  tfia  yaara  Micatad 

.  Alao  lapraaamt  tha  tatal  damand  axpactad  undar  tha  No-Action 

Ahamativ*. 
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that  sit«.  The  availability  of  groundwater  and  other  water  supply  issues  are 
analyzed  in  Section  4.4.2,  Water  Resources. 

Wastewater.  The  total  projected  demand  for  wastewater  treatment  in  the 
ROI  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  activities  would  be  0.02,  0.22, 
and  0.94  MGD  in  the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013,  respectively.  The 
Proposed  Action  would  generate  about  0.3  MGD  of  wastewater  on  base  by 
the  year  2013.  New  inoustrial  users  may  have  to  provide  pretreatment  of 
industrial  wastewaters  before  discharging  into  the  wastewater  system.  The 
pretreatment  requirements  would  be  determined  once  the  chemical  and 
physical  characteristics  of  the  waste  stream  are  identified.  An  additional 
0.64  MGD  would  be  generated  in  the  ROI  by  indirect  requirements. 
Wastewater  generated  by  the  Proposed  Action  activities  would  be  0.5  MGD 
in  the  city  of  Blytheville  by  the  year  2013.  Currently  the  city  can  treat 
3.8  MGD;  total  wastewater  flows  in  Blytheville  would  equal  2.6  MGD  in  the 
year  201 3.  In  the  city  of  Gosnell,  the  wastewater  flows  associated  with  the 
Proposed  Action  would  be  0.15  MGD  in  the  year  2013.  Total  wastewater 
generation  is  projected  to  be  0.7  MGD  and  current  treatment  capacity  is 
estimated  at  0.38  MGD.  Additional  treatment  capacity  would  be  needed 
after  2003  to  process  baseline  flows.  Plans  to  upgrade  Gosnell’s  system 
have  already  been  developed  and  would  need  to  be  implemented  by  2003  to 
process  the  projected  wastewater  flows. 

In  the  short  term,  on-base  wastewater  flows  may  not  be  sufficient  to  justify 
operating  the  existing  1.5-MGD  treatment  facilitY-  Wastewater  flows 
(averaging  0.02  MGD  by  1998)  would  be  treated  either  by  an  on-base 
facility  or  taken  off-base  to  facilities  in  Gosnell  or  Blytheville.  On-base 
treatment  can  be  accomplished  by  redesigning  the  existing  facility,  or  by 
installing  a  self-contained  system  (package  plant)  or  a  septic  system.  Until 
2000,  treatment  capacity  would  also  be  available  in  the  city  of  Blytheville's 
system,  although  the  treatment  plant  is  further  from  the  base. 

Solid  Waste.  The  total  projected  demand  for  solid  waste  disposal  in  the  ROI 
as  a  result  of  Proposed  Action  activities  would  be  19,  22.8,  and  43.3  tons 
per  day  in  the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013,  respectively.  The  Proposed 
Action  would  generate  about  31  tons  per  day  of  solid  waste  on  base  by  the 
year  2013.  This  amount  includes  4  tons  per  day  of  nonrecyclable  solid 
waste  generated  from  the  demolition  of  1 ,027,000  square  feet  of  on-base 
buildings.  Additional  indirect  requirements  in  the  ROI  would  equal  12.3  tons 
per  day  by  the  year  2013.  In  the  short  term,  the  10-year  lifespan  of  the 
existing  Mississippi  County  landfill  would  be  extended  by  the  reduced  flow 
of  solid  waste  as  disposal  rates  would  not  return  to  preclosure  levels  of 
122  tons  per  day  until  the  year  2003.  The  closure  and  relocation  of  the 
Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  to  Eaker  AFB  would  eliminate  the  minor 
amounts  of  solid  waste  generated  at  the  site.  New  landfill  space  may  not 
be  required  for  another  year  as  a  result  of  the  reduced  flows. 
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Currently,  the  East  Arkansas  Planning  and  Development  Commission  is 
conducting  a  study  of  all  existing  and  potential  landfill  locations  in  a 
1 2-county  region  including  Mississippi  County.  The  commission  would  be 
able  to  consider  the  waste  flows  from  the  reuse  plans  to  determine  future 
landfill  needs. 

Energy 

Electricity.  Table  4.2-2  presents  the  demands  for  electricity  in  the  years 
1998.  2003,  and  2013.  The  total  projected  demand  for  electricity  in  the 
ROI  resulting  from  Proposed  Action  activities  would  be  5.6.  37.1,  and 
134.6  MWH  per  day  in  the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013,  respectively.  By 
the  year  2013,  the  Proposed  Action  would  consume  70  MWH  per  day  on 
base.  Additional  demands  for  electricity  in  the  ROI  for  indirect  requirements 
would  equal  77  MWH  per  day.  The  total  project  dema>  d  would  represent  a 
1 .73  percent  increase  over  the  expected  demand  in  the  ROI,  which  includes 
other  known  projects  such  as  the  opening  of  a  steel  mill  in  1993.  The 
closure  and  relocation  of  the  Blythevilie  Municipal  Airport  to  Eaker  APB 
would  eliminate  the  need  for  electricity  to  support  aviation  activities  at  the 
site.  Both  Arkansas  Power  &  Light  and  MCEC  have  indicated  that  adequate 
capacity  will  be  available  to  meet  the  increased  demand.  The  existing  on- 
base  substation  and  distribution  would  continue  to  support  reuse  activities. 

Natural  Gas.  The  total  projected  demand  for  natural  gas  in  the  ROI  resulting 
from  Proposed  Action  activities  would  be  0.23,  1.88,  and  7.61  thousand 
therms  per  day  in  the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013,  respectively.  The 
Proposed  Action  would  generate  an  on-base  demand  of  2.9  thousand 
therms  per  day  by  the  year  2013.  Additional  natural  gas  demands  in  the 
ROI  for  indirect  requirements  would  equal  4.71  thousand  therms  per  day  by 
the  year  2013.  In  the  short  term,  overall  demands  for  natural  gas  would 
decrease;  with  reuse  of  the  base,  demands  would  not  return  to  preclosure 
conditions  of  1 7.9  thousand  therms  per  day  until  after  1 998.  By  the  year 
2013,  total  demand  for  natural  gas  would  increase  to  28.3  thousand  therms 
per  day  in  the  ROI.  Currently,  Associated  Natural  Gas  has  the  capability  to 
meet  current  and  future  demands  in  the  ROI.  The  existing  on-base  natural 
gas  distribution  system  has  sufficient  capacity  to  accommodate  reuse 
requirements. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Potential  mitigation  measures  for  reducing  impacts  are 
discussed  below. 

Wastewater.  New  users  may  have  to  make  provisions  for  pretreatment  of 
industrial  wastewater  including  storm  water.  New  users  would  also  be 
required  to  obtain  discharge  permits  in  accordance  with  ADPCE. 

Solid  Waste.  Recycling  and/or  reuse  of  inert  demolition/construction  wastes 
such  as  wood,  metals,  concrete,  and  asphalt  would  decrease  the  potential 
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impact  on  landfills.  Efforts  should  be  taken  to  direct  all  applicable  yard 
wastes  to  the  city  of  Blythevitle's  new  composting  facility  to  further  reduce 
the  volume  of  wastes  entering  the  landfill. 

4.2.4.2  General  Aviation  Alternative 

Water  Demand.  The  total  projected  water  demand  in  the  ROI  associated 
with  General  Aviation  Alternative  activities  would  be  0.02,  0.1 1,  and 
0.75  MGD  in  the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013,  respectively.  This 
alternative  would  create  an  on-base  water  demand  of  0.45  MGD  by  the  year 
2013.  Additional  water  demands  for  indirect  requirements  would  equal 
0.3  MGD  in  the  ROI,  0.25  MGD  in  the  city  of  Blytheville,  and  0.06  MGD  in 
the  city  of  Gosneil.  By  the  year  2013,  the  city  of  Blytheville's  water  system 
would  have  a  demand  of  3.1  MGD,  which  is  52  percent  of  capacity.  Total 
water  demand  for  the  city  of  Gosneil  would  be  0.65  MGD,  which  is 
90  percent  of  capacity. 

Reuse  of  the  on-base  system  may  encounter  the  same  difficulties  identified 
in  the  Proposed  Action.  Effects  to  water  demand  as  a  result  of  closing  and 
relocation  of  the  Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  would  be  the  same  as 
described  in  the  Proposed  Action.  Under  the  General  Aviation  Alternative, 
Gosneil  would  be  able  to  supply  the  base  through  the  year  2003. 
Interconnection  with  an  on-base  system  or  the  Blytheville  system  would  be 
required  to  supply  potable  water  to  the  new  residential  areas  proposed  in 
the  eastern  part  of  the  base. 

Wastewater.  The  total  projected  demand  for  wastewater  treatment  in  the 
ROI  resulting  from  General  Aviation  Alternative  activities  would  be  0.02, 

0.1,  and  0.65  MGD  in  the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013,  respectively.  The 
General  Aviation  Alternative  would  generate  about  0.4  MGD  of  wastewater 
on  base  by  the  year  2013.  New  industrial  users  may  have  to  provide 
pretreatment  of  industrial  wastewaters  before  discharging  into  the 
wastewater  system.  Additional  wastewater  flows  in  the  ROI  for  indirect 
requirements  would  equal  0.4  MGD  by  the  year  2013.  Wastewater 
generated  by  this  alternative's  activities  in  the  city  of  Blytheville  would  be 
0.2  MGD  by  the  year  2013.  Currently  the  city  can  treat  3.8  MGD.  Total 
wastewater  flows  would  equal  2.3  MGD  in  the  year  2013.  In  the  city  of 
Gosneil,  the  wastewater  flows  associated  with  this  alternative  would  be  less 
than  0.1  MGD  in  the  year  2013,  leading  to  a  projected  total  wastewater 
generation  of  0.6  MGD.  Current  treatment  capacity  is  estimated  at 
0.38  MGD.  Additional  treatment  capacity  would  be  needed  after  the  year 
2003  to  process  flows  from  the  baseline  population. 

Under  this  alternative,  a  new  sewer  collection  system  would  have  to  be 
provided  as  part  of  the  development  of  the  single-family  homes  near  the 
existing  golf  course.  Other  project-related  wastewater  concerns  would  be 
the  same  as  those  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
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Solid  Wast*.  The  total  projected  demand  for  solid  waste  disposal  in  the  ROI 
resulting  from  General  Aviation  Alternative  activities  would  be  1 1 .5,  14.2, 
and  38  tons  per  day  in  the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013,  respectively.  This 
alternative  would  generate  about  33  tons  per  day  of  solid  waste  on  base  by 
the  year  2013.  This  amount  includes  2  tons  per  day  of  nonrecyclable  solid 
waste  generated  from  the  demolition  of  633,000  square  feet  of  on-base 
buildings.  Additional  solid  waste  generated  by  this  alternative  for  indirect 
requirements  in  the  ROI  would  equal  5  tons  per  day  by  the  year  2013. 

in  the  short  term,  the  10-year  lifespan  of  the  existing  Mississippi  County 
landfill  would  be  extended  by  less  than  1  year  as  a  result  of  the  reduced 
flow  of  solid  waste.  Disposal  rates  would  not  return  to  preclosure  levels  of 
122  tons  per  day  until  the  year  2003.  Effects  to  solid  waste  generation  as 
a  result  of  the  closure  and  relocation  of  the  Blytheville  Municipal  Airport 
would  be  the  same  as  described  in  the  Proposed  Action.  New  landfill  space 
would  be  needed  by  2003.  As  noted  under  the  Proposed  Action,  current 
planning  efforts  would  identify  expansions  or  new  landfill  locations  to  serve 
Mississippi  County. 

Energy 

Electricity.  Table  4.2-2  presents  the  demands  for  electricity  in  the  years 
1998,  2003,  and  2013.  The  total  projected  demand  for  electricity  in  the 
ROI  associated  with  General  Aviation  Alternative  activities  would  be  3.7, 
26.7,  and  124.  t  MWH  per  day  in  the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013, 
respectively.  By  the  year  2013,  the  General  Aviation  Alternative  would 
consume  100  MWH  per  day  on  base.  Additional  demands  for  electricity  in 
the  ROI  for  indirect  requirements  would  equal  24  MWH  per  day.  The  total 
demand  would  represent  a  1 .6-percent  increase  over  the  forecasted  demand 
in  the  ROI.  Both  Arkansas  Power  &  Light  and  MCEC  have  indicated  that 
adequate  capacity  will  be  available  to  meet  the  increased  demand.  Effects 
to  electrical  demand  as  a  result  of  the  closure  and  relocation  of  the 
Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  would  be  the  same  as  described  in  the 
Proposed  Action. 

The  existing  on-base  substation  and  distribution  would  continue  to  support 
the  reuse  activities.  A  new  distribution  system  would  need  to  be 
established  for  the  proposed  residential  areas  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the 
base. 

Natural  Gas.  The  total  projected  demand  for  natural  gas  in  the  ROI  resulting 
from  General  Aviation  Alternative  activities  would  be  0.1 7,  1.11,  and 
6.26  thousand  therms  per  day  in  the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013, 
respectively.  This  alternative  would  generate  an  on-base  demand  of 
4.5  thousand  therms  per  day  by  the  year  2013.  Additional  natural  gas 
demands  in  the  ROI  for  indirect  requirements  would  equal  1.76  thousand 
therms  per  day  by  the  year  201 3.  In  the  short  term,  overall  demands  for 
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natural  gas  under  this  alternative  would  decrease  and  not  return  to 
preclosure  conditions  of  1 7.9  thousand  therms  per  day  until  after  1 998.  By 
the  year  2013,  total  demand  for  natural  gas  would  increase  to  27  thousand 
therms  per  day.  Currently.  Associated  Natural  Gas  has  the  capability  to 
meet  current  and  future  demands  in  the  ROI. 

Under  this  alternative,  the  existing  on-base  natural  gas  distribution  system 
would  require  some  changes.  A  new  distribution  system  would  have  to  be 
installed  to  provide  service  to  the  proposed  residential  areas  in  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  base  and  to  accommodate  industrial  development  proposed 
under  this  alternative. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Measures  identified  to  mitigate  utility  impacts  from 
this  alternative  are  the  same  as  those  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action 
(Section  4. 2. 4.1). 

4.2.4.3  Non-Aviation  Alternative 

Water  Demand.  The  total  projected  water  demand  in  the  ROI  resulting  from 
Non-Aviation  Alternative  activities  would  be  0.03,  0.12,  and  0.53  MGD  in 
the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013,  respectively.  This  alternative  would 
create  an  on-base  water  demand  of  0.25  MGD  by  the  year  2013. 

Additional  water  demands  in  the  ROI  for  indirect  requirements  would  equal 
0.3  MGD  by  the  year  2013.  The  reuse-related  water  demand  would  be 
0.25  MGD  in  the  city  of  BiytheviHe  in  the  year  2013,  resulting  in  a  total 
water  demand  of  approximately  3.1  MGD.  The  current  treatment  capacity 
is  6  MGD.  In  the  city  of  Gosnell,  the  water  demand  associated  with  this 
alternative  would  be  0.05  MGD  in  the  year  2013.  Total  water  demand  is 
projected  to  be  0.64  MGD.  and  the  current  pumping  capacity  of  the  Gosnell 
Water  Association's  system  is  estimated  at  0.7  MGD. 

Reuse  of  the  on-base  system  may  encounter  the  same  difficulties  identified 
in  the  Proposed  Action.  Water  distribution  lines  may  have  to  be  provided  to 
accommodate  the  construction  of  3,127,000  square  feet  of  industrial  space 
along  the  old  flightline. 

Wastewater.  The  total  projected  demand  for  wastewater  treatment  in  the 
ROI  associated  with  Non-Aviation  Alternative  activities  would  be  0.03,  0.1, 
0.42  MGD  in  the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013,  respectively.  The  Non- 
Aviation  Alternative  would  generate  about  0.2  MGD  of  wastewater  on  base 
by  the  year  2013.  New  industrial  users  may  have  to  provide  pretreatment 
of  industrial  wastewaters  before  discharging  into  the  wastewater  system. 
Additional  wastewater  flows  in  the  ROI  for  indirect  requirements  would 
equal  0.22  MGD  by  the  year  2013.  Wastewater  generated  by  this  reuse- 
related  activities  would  be  0.17  MGD  in  the  city  of  Blytheville  by  the  year 
2013.  Currently  the  city  can  treat  3.8  MGD  and  total  wastewater  flows 
would  equal  2.3  MGD  in  the  year  2013.  In  the  city  of  Gosnell,  the 
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wastewater  flows  associated  with  this  alternative  would  be  0.05  MGD  in 
the  year  2013.  Total  wastewater  generation  is  projected  to  be  0.6  MGD, 
but  current  treatment  capacity  is  estimated  at  0.38  MGD.  Additional 
treatment  capacity  will  be  needed  after  the  year  2003,  to  process  flows 
from  the  baseline  population. 

The  construction  of  a  new  sewer  collection  system  would  be  necessary  with 
the  development  of  the  additional  industrial  space.  The  project-related 
wastewater  concerns  would  be  the  same  as  those  expressed  under  the 
Proposed  Action. 

Solid  Waste.  The  total  projected  demand  for  solid  waste  disposal  in  the  ROI 
as  a  result  of  Non-Aviation  Alternative  activities  would  be  21 .6,  27.4,  and 
43.1  tons  per  day  in  the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013,  respectively.  This 
alternative  would  generate  about  38.9  tons  per  day  of  solid  waste  on  base 
by  the  year  2013.  This  amount  includes  6.4  tons  per  day  of  nonrecyclable 
solid  waste  generated  from  the  demolition  of  1 ,024,000  square  feet  of  on- 
base  buildings.  Additional  solid  waste  generated  by  this  aiter.native  fot 
indirect  requirements  in  the  ROI  would  equal  4  tons  per  day  by  the  year 
2013. 

In  the  short  term,  the  10-year  lifespan  of  the  existing  Mississippi  County 
landfill  would  be  extended  by  less  than  1  year  due  to  the  reduced  solid 
waste  flow  from  the  base.  Solid  waste  disposal  rates  would  not  return  to 
preclosure  levels  of  1 22  tons  per  day  until  the  year  2000.  Impacts  under 
this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
Current  pinning  efforts  would  identify  expansions  or  new  landfill  locations 
to  serve  Mississippi  County. 

Energy 

Electricity.  Table  4.2-2  presents  the  demands  for  electricity  in  the  years 
1 998,  2003,  and  201 3.  The  total  projected  demand  for  electricity  in  the 
ROI  associated  with  Non-Aviation  Alternative  activities  would  be  19,  67.2, 
and  162.1  MWH  per  day  in  the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013,  respectively. 
By  the  year  2013,  the  Non-Aviation  Alternative  would  consume  140  MWH 
per  day  on  base.  Additional  demands  for  electricity  in  the  ROI  for  indirect 
requirements  would  equal  22  MWH  per  day.  The  total  demand  would 
represent  a  2.1  percent  increase  over  the  forecasted  demand  in  the  ROI. 
Both  Arkansas  Power  &  Light  and  MCEC  have  indicated  that  adequate 
capacity  will  be  available  to  meet  the  increased  demand. 

The  existing  on-base  substation  and  distribution  system  would  be  adequate 
to  support  the  reuse  activities.  A  new  distribution  system  may  need  to  be 
established  for  the  new  industrial  space.  Once  specific  proposals  are 
identified,  specific  improvements  can  be  negotiated  with  the  local  utility 
purveyor. 
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Natural  Gas.  The  total  projected  demand  for  natural  gas  in  the  ROI  as  a 
result  of  Non-Aviation  Alternative  activities  would  be  0.75,  2.64,  and 
7.1 1  thousand  therms  per  day  in  the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013, 
respectively.  This  alternative  would  generate  an  on-base  demand  of 
5.5  thousand  therms  per  day  by  the  year  2013.  Additional  natural  gas 
demands  in  the  ROI  for  indirect  requirements  would  equal  1.6  thousand 
therms  per  day  by  the  year  2013.  In  the  short  term,  overall  demands  for 
natural  gas  would  decrease;  with  reuse  of  the  base,  demands  would  not 
return  to  preclosure  conditions  of  17.9  thousand  therms  per  day  until  after 
1998.  By  the  year  2013,  the  total  demand  for  natural  gas  would  increase 
to  27.8  thousand  therms  per  day.  Currently,  Associated  Natural  Gas  has 
the  capability  to  meet  current  and  future  demands  in  the  ROI. 

The  existing  on-base  natural  gas  distribution  system  would  require  some 
changes  to  accommodate  the  reuse  of  the  base.  A  new  distribution  system 
would  have  to  be  installed  to  provide  service  to  the  industrial  development 
along  the  entire  flightline/runway  area  proposed  under  this  alternative. 

Mittgatlon  Measures.  Measures  identified  to  mitigate  utility  impacts  from 
this  alternative  would  be  the  same  as  those  discussed  for  the  Proposed 
Action  (Section  4.2.4. 1). 

4.2.4.4  Other  Land  Use  Concepts.  Changes  in  utility  demand  are  measured 
by  population  projection  associated  with  a  given  plan.  Impacts  from  federal 
transfers  and  independent  land  use  concepts  are  discussed  below. 

McKinney  Act  Housing.  This  land  use  would  result  in  no  increase  in  utility 
demand  in  addition  to  that  described  in  individual  reuse  alternatives. 

Interpretive  Center/Museum.  This  proposal  involves  the  use  of  an  existing 
building  in  conjunction  with  the  archaeological  sites  on  base.  The  use  of 
approximately  4,000  square  feet  would  result  in  an  increase  of  less  than 
0.1  percent  in  utility  demands  for  the  Proposed  Action  or  either  of  the  other 
reuse  alternatives. 

4.2.4. 5  No-Action  Alternative.  Utility  usage  on  site  would  be  minimal  in 
comparison  to  the  Proposed  Action  and  other  reuse  action  alternatives.  The 
disuse  of  utility  systems,  however,  could  result  in  their  degradation  over  the 
long  term.  The  following  utility  usage  is  forecast  using  per-capita  demand 
factors  developed  from  data  provided  by  the  utility  purveyors  in  the  study 
area; 

•  Water  consumption  in  the  ROI  is  projected  to  decrease  from 
4.64  MGD  in  1992  to  3.49  MGD  in  the  year  2013. 

*  Wastewater  generation  in  the  ROI  is  projected  to  decrease  from 
3.47  MGD  in  1992  to  2.69  MGD  in  the  year  2013. 
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•  Solid  waste  ganatatad  in  Mississippi  County  is  axpactad  to 
decrease  from  approximately  1 14  tons  per  day  m  1992  to 
97  tons  per  day  in  the  year  2013. 

•  Electricitv  consumption  in  the  ROl  is  projected  to  increase  from 
3,096  MWH/day  in  1992  to  7,771  MV/H/day  in  the  year  2013 

•  Natural  gas  use  in  Associated  Natural  Gas's  Blythevitle  District  is 
projected  to  increase  from  19.75  thousand  therms  per  day  m 
1992  to  20.72  thousand  therms  per  day  m  the  year  2013 

4.3  HAZARDOUS  MATERlAiS  AND  HAZARDOUS  WASTE  MANAGEMENT 

This  section  addresses  the  potential  impacts  of  existing  contaminated  sites 
on  the  various  reuse  options,  and  the  potential  for  environmental  impacts 
caused  by  hazardous  materials/waste  management  practices  associated  with 
the  reuse  options.  Hazardous  matenais/wastes,  IRP  sites,  storage  tanks, 
asbestos,  pesticides,  PCBs,  radon,  medicai/biohazardous  wastes,  and 
ordnance  will  be  discussed  within  this  section 

The  U.S.  Air  Force  is  commined  to  the  remediation  of  all  contamination  at 
Eaker  AFB  due  to  past  Air  Force  activities  The  OL  wilt  remain  after  base 
closure  to  coordinate  remediation  activities  Delays  or  restrictions  m 
disposal  and  reuse  of  property  may  occur  due  to  the  extent  of 
contamination  and  the  results  of  both  the  risk  assessment  and  remedial 
designs  determined  for  contaminated  sites.  Examples  of  conditions  resu.ting 
in  land  use  restrictions  would  be  the  capping  of  landfills  and  the  constraints 
from  methane  generation  and  cap  integrity,  as  well  as  the  location  of  long¬ 
term  monitoring  wells.  These  conditions  would  have  to  be  considered  m  the 
layout  of  future  development.  Options  to  recipients  include  creation  of 
parks,  greenbetts,  or  open  spaces  over  these  areas 

Regulatory  standards  and  guidelines  have  been  applied  in  determining  the 
impacts  caused  by  hazardous  matenals/waste.  The  following  criteria  were 
used  to  identify  potential  impacts: 

•  Accidental  release  of  friable  asbestos  during  the  demolition  or 
modification  of  a  structure 

•  Generation  of  100  kilograms  (or  morel  of  hazardous  waste  in  a 
calendar  month,  resulting  in  increased  regulatory  requirements 

•  New  operational  requirements  or  service  for  all  UST  and  tank 
systems 

•  Any  spill  or  release  of  a  reportable  quantity  of  a  hazardous 
material 
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•  Manufacturing  of  any  compound  that  raquires  notifying  the 
pertinent  regulatory  agency 

•  Exposure  of  the  environment  or  public  to  any  hazardous  material 
through  release  or  disposal  practices. 

4.3.1  Proposed  Action 

4. 3. 1.1  Hazardous  Materiais.  The  hazardous  materials  likely  to  be  utilized 
for  activities  within  the  proposed  land  use  zones  are  identified  in 

Table  4.3-1.  The  types  of  hazardous  materials  used  would  be  similar  to 
those  used  by  the  base  prior  to  closure.  The  quantity  of  hazardous 
materials  utilized  under  the  Proposed  Action  would  increase  over  the 
baseline  conditions  at  closure.  The  specific  chemical  compositions  and 
exact  use  rates  are  not  known,  with  the  exception  of  the  proposed 
emergency  response  training  aroa.  The  requirement  to  use  hazardous 
materials  at  Blytheviile  Municipal  Airport  would  be  eliminated. 

Currently,  handling  of  hazardous  materials  on  the  base  is  managed  by  the 
Air  Force.  If  the  Proposed  Action  were  implemented,  each  separate 
organization  would  be  responsible  for  the  management  of  hazardous 
materials  according  to  applicable  regulations.  Additionally,  each 
organization  would  have  to  comply  with  SARA,  Section  311,  Title  III,  which 
requires  that  local  communities  be  informed  of  the  use  of  hazardous 
matehais.  The  state  has  adopted  these  federal  hght-to-know  regulations. 

The  emergency  response  training  area,  proposed  under  this  alternative, 
would  require  the  use  of  approximately  52,800  gallons  of  #2  diesel  fuel  per 
year.  Manag  nent  of  this  material  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
operator/owr  or  of  the  training  center.  The  management  of  this  material 
would  occur  in  compliance  with  all  applicable  federal  and  state  regulations. 
The  impact  of  management  of  this  fuel  is  not  expected  to  affect  reuse  under 
this  alternative. 

4.3.1. 2  Hazardous  Wastes.  Hazardous  wastes  would  be  generated  under 
the  Proposed  Action  from  the  hazardous  materials  and  processes  utilized, 
and  would  consist  of  waste  oils,  solvents,  paints,  thinners,  and  heavy 
metals.  Quantities  of  waste  would  be  greater  than  those  produced  at 
closure.  Hazardous  waste  generated  in  support  of  aviation  activities  at 
Blytheviile  Municipal  Airport  would  be  eliminated. 

Upon  disposal  of  parcels,  hazardous  wastes  would  fall  under  the  control  of 
the  recipients.  Once  the  responsibilities  of  hazardous  waste  management 
are  allocated  to  individual  organizations,  proficiency  with  those  materials 
and  spill  responses  is  required  by  OSHA  regulations  (29  CFR).  Mutual  aid 
agreements  with  surrounding  communities  may  require  additional  scrutiny 
and  training  of  emergency  staff. 
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Table  4.3-1 .  Hazardous  Materials  Usage  •  Proposed  Action 


Land  Use 

Operation  Process 

Hazardous  Materials 

Airfield 

Aircraft  refueling:  de-icing; 
utilization  of  clear  zones,  runways, 
taxiways,  airport  terminal  parking, 
administration  offices,  corporate 
and  private  aviation  facilities, 
aircraft  parking 

Aviation  fuels,  propylene  glycol, 
ethylene  glycol,  heating  oils 

Aviation  support 

Operations  associated  with  aircraft 
maintenance  and  manufacturing, 
aeronautics  research  and 
development,  air  transportation- 
related  industry  and  warehousing, 
law  enforcement,  airline 
maintenance,  other  governmental 
administrative  services 

Fuels,  solvents,  paints,  POL, 
hydraulic  fluids,  degreasers, 
corrosives,  heavy  metals, 
reactives,  thinners,  paints, 
glycols,  ignitables,  heating  oils, 
plating  waste,  cyanides, 
laboratory  waste 

Industrial 

Activities  associated  with  light 
industry,  research  and 
development,  specialized 
warehousing,  and  manufacturing 

Solvents,  heavy  metals,  POL, 
corrosives,  catalysts,  aerosols, 
fuels,  heating  oils,  ignitables, 
pesticides 

Institutional 

(education) 

Public  education,  higher  education, 
training  facilities,  vocational 
schools,  emergency  response 
training 

Corrosives,  ignitables,  solvents, 
heating  oils,  solvents,  lubricants, 
cleaners,  pesticides,  paints, 
thinners,  diesel  fuel 

Comniercial 

Activities  associated  with  offices, 
retail,  service  industries, 
restaurants,  community  facilities 

Fuels,  solvents,  corrosives,  POL 
ignitibles,  heating  oils, 
pesticides,  dry  cleaning  wastes 

Residential 

Utilization/maintenance  of  single¬ 
family  and  multi-family  units, 
landscaping 

Pesticides,  fertilizers,  fuels, 
waste  oils,  and  household 
wastes 

Public/recreation  and 

archaeological/open 

space 

Maintenance  of  existing 
recreational  facilities  including  golf 
course,  sports  complex,  swimming 
pools,  and  other  recreational 
facilities 

Pesticides,  fertilizers,  chlorine, 
heating  oils,  paints,  thinners, 
cleaners,  solvents,  aerosols,  POL 

Agricultural 

Equipment  maintenance,  weed  and 
pest  control 

Pesticides,  fertilizers,  fuels, 
waste  oils,  solvents,  paints  and 
thinners 

POL  «  potroleum,  oils,  and  lubricants. 
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The  presence  of  numerous  independent  owners/operators  on  the  base  would 
change  the  regulatory  requirements  and  probably  increase  the  regulatory 
burden  relative  to  hazardous  waste  management.  Activities  associated  with 
the  Proposed  Action  would  lead  to  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  hazardous 
waste  generated  compared  to  the  closure  baseline.  The  proposed 
emergency  response  training  area,  located  at  the  existing  alert  pad,  would 
generate  approximately  1.3  million  gallons  per  year  (0.003  MGD)  of  water 
contaminated  with  #2  diesel  fuel  wastes.  Management  of  these  wastes 
would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  operator/owner  of  the  training  center. 
Management  of  the  wastes  would  occur  in  compliance  with  all  applicable 
federal  and  state  regulations.  The  impact  of  management  of  these  wastes 
would  not  impact  reuse  under  this  alternative. 

4.3. 1.3  installation  Restoration  Program  Sites.  The  U.S.  Air  Force  is 
committed  to  continue  IRP  activities  under  DERP  and  CERCLA.  IRP 
activities  would  be  coordinated  by  the  OL  team. 

The  type  of  development  that  is  appropriate  for  property  adjacent  to  or  over 
an  IRP  site  may  be  limited  by  the  risk  to  human  health  and  the  environment 
posed  by  contaminants  at  the  site.  For  example,  residential  development 
over  an  IRP  landfill  is  generally  not  appropriate.  The  risk  posed  by  IRP  sites 
is  measured  by  a  risk  assessment  that  analyzes  the  types  of  substances 
present  at  a  site  and  the  potential  means  by  which  the  public  and  the 
environment  may  be  exposed  to  them.  The  RD,  or  blueprint  for  remediating 
the  IRP  site,  is  based  on  the  results  of  the  risk  assessment  and  the 
geographical  extent  of  the  contamination. 

Disposal  and  reuse  of  some  Eaker  AFB  properties  may  be  delayed  or  limited 
by  the  extent  and  type  of  contamination  at  IRP  sites  and  by  current  and 
future  IRP  remediation  activities  (Figure  4.3-1).  Based  on  the  results  of  IRP 
investigations,  the  Air  Force  may,  where  appropriate,  place  limits  on  land 
reuse  through  deed  restrictions  on  conveyances  and  use  restrictions  on 
leases.  The  Air  Force  may  also  retain  right  of  access  to  other  properties  to 
inspect  monitoring  wells  or  conduct  other  remedial  activities. 

The  IRP  sites  within  each  land  use  area  for  the  Proposed  Action  are 
discussed  below  and  summarized  in  Table  4.3-2.  Some  IRP  sites  fail  into 
two  or  more  land  use  zones. 

Airfield.  All  or  portions  of  Spill  Site  2,  Landfill  1 ,  and  the  western  portion  of 
Lar>dfill  2  are  active  IRP  sites  within  the  airfield  land  use  zone  under  the 
Proposed  Action.  Ail  are  located  at  the  south  end  of  Runway  18.  The  sites 
are  covered  by  grass  and  are  partially  located  within  the  proposed  airfield's 
building  restriction  zone,  as  identified  in  Figure  2.2-2.  Remediation  activities 
associated  with  these  sites  could  cause  a  delay  in  property  disposal  and 
possibly  impact  flight  operations.  The  installation  of  additional  monitoring 
wells  should  not  affect  airfield  operations,  but  could  delay  property  disposal. 
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Table  4.3*2.  IRP  SKat  withirt  Land  Use  Areas  -  Proposed  Action 


Proposed  Land  Use 

IRP  Sites 

Airfield 

Landfill  1 ,  Landfill  2  (west).  Spill  Site  2 

Aviation  support 

Aviation  fuel  USTs,  Spill  Site  1 ,  underground  heating  oil  tanks, 
underground  waste  oil  tanks 

industrial 

AAFES  service  station,  aviation  fuel  USTs,  Landfill  1,  Spill 

Site  2,  underground  heating  oil  tanks 

institutional  (education) 

Landfill  2  (east  and  west),  underground  heating  oil  tanks 

Commercial 

AAFES  Service  Station,  underground  heating  oil  tanks 

Residential 

None 

Public/recreation 

FPTA,  Landfill  2  (east).  Landfill  3,  Landfill  4 

Archaeologicai/open  space 

Landfill  2  (east).  Landfill  3,  Landfill  4 

Agricultural 

Landfill  2  (east) 

Spill  Site  3  is  also  located  within  this  land  use  area;  since  it  is  no  longer 
considered  an  active  IRP  site,  it  would  not  impact  proposed  airfield 
activities. 

Aviation  Support.  All  or  portions  of  four  IRP  sites  are  located  within  the 
aviation  support  land  use  zone.  Underground  waste  oil  tanks  are  located  in 
the  northern  portion  of  this  zone,  if  removal  of  these  tanks  becomes 
necessary,  the  remediation  activities  including  the  installation  of  additional 
monitoring  wells,  could  cause  some  land  use  restrictions  and  property 
disposal  delays. 

Spill  Site  1  is  located  at  the  southern  end  of  the  flightiine.  Remediation  of 
this  site  may  cause  some  delays  in  the  disposal  of  the  property.  Land  use 
restrictions  could  be  incurred  by  the  installation  of  additional  monitoring 
wells.  The  aforementioned  activities  should  not  preclude  any  aviation 
support  operations. 

Remediation  of  the  aviation  fuel  tanks,  which  are  located  in  die  southern 
portion  of  the  main  base  area,  could  cause  a  delay  in  property  disposal.  In 
addition  this  could  impose  some  land  use  restrictions  due  to  monitoring  well 
installation.  Proposed  industrial  construction  may  be  delayed  depending  on 
the  reuse  development  schedule. 

The  removal  of  numerous  underground  heating  oil  tanks  associated  with  IRP 
Site  1 2  could  possibly  delay  future  construction  and  reuse  within  this  land 
use  zone. 

Industrial.  All  or  portions  of  five  IRP  sites  fail  within  the  proposed  industrial 
land  use  zone.  Remedial  activities  associated  with  Landfill  1  and  Spill 
Site  2,  located  in  the  south-central  section  of  the  base,  and  with  the 
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aviation  fuel  tanks  located  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  main  base,  could 
cause  a  delay  in  property  disposal.  Land  use  restrictions  due  to  installation 
of  monitoring  wells  may  also  be  incurred. 

Remediation  activities  of  numerous  underground  heating  oil  tanks  located 
throughout  this  land  use  zone  could  cause  a  delay  in  property  disposal  by 
delaying  construction  activities. 

Remediation  and  monitoring  well  installation  activities  associated  with  the 
AAFES  service  station  IRP  site  could  delay  reuse. 

Institutional.  Portions  of  two  IRP  sites  are  located  within  this  land  use  zone. 
Remediation  activities  associated  with  Landfill  2  (east  and  west)  probably 
would  not  impact  the  reuse  of  the  alert  facility  in  the  southeast  corner  of 
the  base.  The  removal  of  underground  heating  oil  tanks  could  cause  some 
delays  in  property  disposal  and  reuse  development. 

Commercial.  Portions  of  two  IRP  sites  are  located  within  this  land  use  zone. 
Remediation  and  long-term  monitoring  well  activities  associated  with  the 
AAFES  service  station  IRP  site  could  delay  reuse.  Delays  in  property 
disposal  and  construction  activities  could  occur  due  to  the  removal  of  the 
many  underground  heating  oil  tanks. 

Residential.  No  IRP  sites  are  associated  with  the  residential  reuse  under  the 
Proposed  Action. 

Public/Recreation.  All  or  portions  of  four  IRP  sites  are  located  within  this 
land  use  zone.  Reuse  and  disposal  of  these  parcels  could  be  delayed  by  the 
remediation  activities  associated  with  the  base  FPTA  located  near  the 
northwestern  boundary.  However,  should  remediation  activities  for 
Landfills  2  (eastern  section),  3,  and  4  include  removal,  longer  delays  in 
property  disposal  could  occur.  Installation  of  monitoring  wells  may  create 
some  land  use  restrictions. 

Archaeological/Open  Space.  Portions  of  three  IRP  sites  (Landfills  2  [east],  3, 
and  4)  are  within  this  land  use  zone.  Although  cultural  resources  have 
already  been  disturbed  from  activities  that  occurred  when  the  landfills  were 
active,  remediation  could  further  impact  these  sites.  Proposed  remediation 
plans  will  be  coordinated  with  SHPO  prior  to  initiation  to  ensure  impacts  to 
cultural  resources  are  eliminated  or  reduced  to  a  nonadverse  level. 

Agricultural.  Landfill  2  (east)  remediation  activities  could  delay  disposal  of 
some  proposed  agricultural  land  adjacent  to  the  landfill.  No  other  IRP  sites 
have  been  identified  in  this  zone. 

Determination  of  future  base  land  uses  would  be  somewhat  dependent  upon 
a  regulatory  re  view  of  the  remedial  design  of  the  IRP  sites.  This  review 
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would  identify  current  monitoring  well  locations  and  future  land  use 
limitations  as  a  result  of  their  presence.  The  regulatory  review  process  will 
include  notifying  the  FAA  concerning  the  construction  and  locations  of  any 
monitoring  wells. 

4.3. 1.4  Storage  Tanks.  Flight  and  maintenance  operations  under  the 
Proposed  Action  would  require  both  aboveground  tanks  and  USTs.  New 
USTs  and  aboveground  storage  tanks  required  by  the  new  owner/operators 
would  be  subject  to  all  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations. 

These  regulations  include  acceptable  leak  detection  methodologies,  spill  and 
overfill  protection,  cathodic  protection,  secondary  containment  for  the  tank 
systems  including  the  piping,  and  liability  insurance.  USTs  that  would  not 
support  reuse  activities  will  be  closed  in  conformance  with  the  appropriate 
federal,  state,  and  local  regulations.  Storage  tanks  at  the  Blythville 
Municipal  Airport  would  no  longer  be  required  for  aviation  support  activities. 

Aboveground  fuel  storage  tanks  that  would  not  be  utilized  to  support  the 
reuse  activities  will  be  purged  of  fumes  to  preclude  fire  hazards.  The 
Uniform  Fire  Code  requires  that: 

•  Tanks  out  of  service  for  90  days  be  safeguarded 

•  Tanks  out  of  service  for  1  year  be  removed  from  the  property. 

ITie  closure  of  these  tanks  will  be  subject  to  the  requirements  of  the 
ADPCE. 

4.3. 1.5  Asbestos.  Renovation  and  demolition  of  existing  structures  with 
ACM  may  occur  with  reuse  development.  Such  activities  would  be  subject 
to  all  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations. 

4.3. 1.6  Pesticide  Usage.  Pesticide  usage  associated  with  the  Proposed 
Action  would  increase  from  amounts  used  under  baseline  conditions 
(caretaker  status)  as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  public/recreation  and 
commercial  land  uses.  Pesticides  would  also  be  used  in  the  institutional, 
residential,  and  agricultural  land  use  zones.  Pesticides  utilized  under  the 
Proposed  Action  would  be  different  than  under  closure  conditions  due  to  the 
conversion  of  agricultural  land  to  public/recreation.  Management  practices 
would  be  subject  to  FI  FRA  and  state  guidelines. 

4.3. 1.7  Polychlorinated  Biphenyls.  Only  the  three  regulators  that  contain 
PCBs,  owned  by  Arkansas  Power  &  Light,  would  be  left  at  Eaker  AFB  after 
closure.  These  have  been  labeled  and  would  continue  to  be  managed  by 
Arkansas  Power  &  Light  during  reuse  activities  in  accordance  with  applicable 
federal  and  state  regulations. 
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4.3. 1.8  Radon.  Sinca  ail  radon  tcreanino  survey  results  were  below  the 
U.S.  EPA-recommended  mitioation  level  of  4  pCi/1  of  air,  there  would  be  no 
impact  on  reuse  activities. 


4.3. 1.9  Medical/Biohazardous  Waste.  All  remaining  materials  will  be 
removed  prior  to  base  closure.  Under  this  alternative  there  would  be  no 
hospital  use,  so  no  medical/biohazardous  waste  would  be  generated. 

4.3.1.10  Ordnance.  The  EOD  Range  and  Small  Arms  Firing  Range  will  be 
cleared  of  live  ordnance  and  debris  by  the  U.S.  Air  Force  prior  to  disposal  of 
this  property.  The  EOO  Range  will  undergo  an  RCRA  Facility  Investigation 
(RFI),  a  Corrective  Measures  investigation  (CMI),  and  remediation  in  FY 
1993.  The  Small  Arms  Firing  Range  will  also  undergo  an  RFI  and  CMI 
during  FY  1993.  Disposal  and  reuse  may  be  delayed  or  limited  based  on  the 
results  of  the  RFI,  CMI,  or  subsequent  remediation. 

4.3. 1.1 1  Mitigation  Measures.  A  cooperative  planning  body  for  hazardous 
materials  and  waste  management  could  be  established  with  the  support  of 
the  new  individual  operators  on  the  base.  Establishment  of  such  a  body 
could  reduce  the  costs  of  environmental  compliance  training,  health  and 
safety  training,  and  waste  management,  and  increase  recycling,  minimize 
waste,  and  assist  in  mutual  spill  responses. 

The  scheduling  of  household  collection  days  for  hazardous  residential 
wastes,  such  as  paints,  pesticides,  and  cleaners,  could  mitigate  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  and  storm  water  discharge  concerns.  Articles  in 
the  local  papers  and  classes  offered  by  community  educational  programs 
could  increase  public  awareness  on  recycling,  appropriate  use  of  pesticides, 
waste  minimization,  and  waste  disposal. 

All  of  the  IRP  sites  may  not  require  remediation.  However,  all  of  them  must 
be  addressed  and  properly  closed  out.  Active  coordination  between  the  OL 
and  new  construction  planning  agencies  could  mitigate  potential  problems. 
The  presence  of  IRP  sites  may  limit  certain  land  uses  within  overlying  areas; 
options  could  include  reuse  as  open  space,  greenbelts,  or  parks. 

Remediation  activities  associated  with  Landfills  2  (east},  3,  and  4  will  be 
coordinated  with  SHPO  to  reduce  or  eliminate  potential  impacts  to  cultural 
resources  prior  to  implementation. 

Use  of  USTs  that  would  remain  in  service  would  have  to  be  coordinated 
with  planning  agencies  to  preclude  construction  of  facilities  that  would 
endanger  the  integrity  of  the  tanks  or  piping  systems. 

Potential  impacts  from  PCSs  could  be  mitigated  with  routine  inspections  of 
equipment,  by  retrofilling  PCB  containing  oils  and  confirmatory  testing  or 
removal. 
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Coordination  of  asbestos  removal  or  management  in  conjunction  with 
construction  or  renovation  activities  could  mitigate  potential  impacts. 
Compliance  with  NESHAP  would  mitigate  and  preclude  asbestos  exposures. 

4.3.2  General  Aviation  Alternative 

4.3.2. 1  Hazardous  Materials.  The  types  of  hazardous  materials  utilized 
under  the  General  Aviation  Alternative  (Table  4.3.3)  would  be  similar  to 
those  utilized  under  the  Proposed  Action.  The  quantities  utilized  would  be 
greater  than  those  generated  at  closure  due  to  the  greater  number  of  flight 
operations. 

4.3. 2.2  Hazardous  Wastes.  Hazardous  wastes  would  be  generated  under 
the  General  Aviation  Alternative  from  the  hazardous  materials  and  processes 
utilized,  and  would  consist  of  waste  oils,  solvents,  paints,  thinners,  and 
heavy  metals.  Quantities  of  waste  would  be  greater  than  those  produced  at 
closure.  The  number  of  independent  owners/operators  associated  with  this 
alternative  could  increase  the  burden  on  hazardous  waste  management. 

4.3.2.3  Installation  Restoration  Program  Sites.  The  IRP  sites  within  each 
land  use  area  for  the  General  Aviation  Alternative  are  identified  in 
Figure  4.3*2  and  summarized  in  Table  4.3-4. 

Airfield.  No  active  IRP  site  occupies  the  airfield  land  use  zone  under  this 
alternative.  Spill  Site  3  lies  within  this  zone,  but  is  considered  inactive. 

Aviation  Support.  Remediation  activities  associated  with  numerous 
underground  heating  oil  tanks  could  cause  some  delays  in  property  disposal. 
No  other  IRP  site  is  associated  with  this  land  use  zone. 

Industrial.  Ail  or  portions  of  seven  IRP  sites  are  within  this  land  use  zone. 
Remediation  activities  and  installation  of  long-term  monitoring  wells 
associated  with  Landfill  3,  Spill  Site  1,  the  FPTA,  underground  waste  oil 
tanks,  aviation  fuel  tanks,  and  numerous  underground  heating  oil  tanks  as 
well  as  portions  of  the  AAFES  service  station  site  could  delay  property 
disposal  and  proposed  construction. 

Institutional.  Remediation  activities  associated  with  the  underground 
heating  oil  tanks  could  delay  reuse  under  this  alternative.  No  other  IRP  site 
is  associated  with  the  institutional  land  use  zones. 

Commercial.  Two  IRP  sites  are  associated  with  this  land  use  zone. 
Remediation  of  the  AAFES  service  station  and  installation  of  long-term 
monitoring  wells  could  delay  property  disposal.  Remediation  of  the  many 
underground  heating  oH  tanks  within  this  land  use  zone  may  delay  property 
disposal. 
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TabI*  4.3-3.  Huardous  Materials  Usage  -  General  Aviation  Alternative 


Land  Use 

Operation  Process 

Hazardous  Materials 

Airfield 

Aircraft  refueling;  utilization  of 
clear  zones,  runways,  taxiways, 
airport  terminal  parking, 
administration  offices,  corporate 
and  private  aviation  facilities 
aircraft  parking 

Aviation  fuels,  heating  oils 

Aviation  support 

Operations  associated  with  aircraft 
maintenance,  air  transportation- 
related  industry  and  warehousing, 
law  enforcement,  airline 
maintenance,  other  governmental 
administrative  services 

Fuels,  solvents,  paints,  POL, 
hydraulic  fluids,  degreasers, 
corrosives,  heavy  metals, 
reactives,  thinners,  paints,  glycols, 
ignitables,  heating  oils,  plating 
waste,  cyanides 

industrial 

Activities  associated  with  light 
industry,  research  and 
development,  warehousing,  and 
manufacturing 

Solvents,  heavy  metals,  POL, 
corrosives,  catalysts,  aerosols, 
fuels,  heating  oils,  ignitables, 
pesticides 

Institutional 

(education) 

Public  education,  higher  education, 
training  facilities,  vocational 
schools 

Corrosives,  ignitables,  solvents, 
heating  oils,  solvents,  lubricants, 
cleaners,  pesticides,  paints, 
thinners 

Commercial 

Activities  associated  with  offices, 
retail,  service  industries, 
restaurants,  community  facilities 

Fuels,  solvents,  corrosives,  POL, 
ignitibles,  heating  oils,  pesticides, 
dry  cleaning  wastes 

Residential 

Utilization/maintenance  of  single¬ 
family  and  multi-family  units, 
landscaping,  clinic,  rehabilitation 
facility,  x-ray  unit 

Pesticides,  fertilizers,  fuels,  waste 
oils,  household  wastes, 
pharmaceuticals,  medical  and 
biohazardous  waste, 
chemotherapeutic  drugs, 
radiological  resources,  heavy 
metals 

Public/recreation  and 

archaeoiogical/open 

space 

Maintenance  of  existing 
recreational  facilities  including  golf 
course,  sports  complex,  swimming 
pools,  and  other  recreational 
facilities 

Pesticides,  fertilizers,  chlorine, 
heating  oils,  paints,  thinners, 
cleaners,  solvents,  aerosols,  POL 

Agricultural 

Equipment  maintenance,  weed  and 
pest  control 

Pesticides,  fertilizers,  fuels,  waste 
oils,  solvents,  paints  and  thinners 

POL  •  patroiaum,  oils,  and  lubricants. 
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Tabic  4.3-4.  IRP  Sites  within  Land  Use  Areas  -  General  Aviation  Alternative 


Proposed  Land  Use 

IRP  Sites 

Airfield 

None 

Aviation  support 

Underground  heating  oil  tanks 

Industrial 

AAFES  service  station,  aviation  fuel  USTs,  FPTA,  Landfill  3, 
Spill  Site  1 ,  underground  heating  oil  tanks,  underground 
waste  oil  tanks 

institutional  (education) 

Underground  heating  oil  tanks 

Commercial 

AAFES  service  station,  underground  heating  oil  tanks 

Residential 

Landfill  2  (east) 

Pubiic/recreation 

Landfill  2  (east  and  west).  Landfill  4 

Archaeological/open  space 

Landfill  4 

Agricultural 

Landfill  1 ,  Landfill  2  (east  and  west)  Landfill  3,  Spill  Site  2 

Residential.  Remediation  activities  and  the  installation  of  long-term 
monitoring  wells  associated  with  the  eastern  portion  of  Landfill  2  could 
delay  the  proposed  construction  under  this  alternative. 

Public/Recreation.  Remediation  of  Landfill  2  (east  and  west)  and  Landfill  4 
could  delay  reuse  under  this  alternative. 

Archaeological/Open  Space.  Landfill  4  is  located  within  this  land  use  zone. 
Although  cultural  resources  have  already  been  disturbed  from  activities  that 
occurred  when  the  landfill  was  active,  remediation  could  further  impact  this 
site.  Proposed  remediation  plans  will  be  coordinated  with  SHPO  prior  to 
initiation  to  ensure  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are  eliminated  or  reduced  to 
a  nonad verse  level. 

Agricultural.  Remediation  of  Landfills  1,  2  (east  and  west),  and  3  and 
Spill  Site  2  could  delay  property  disposal  and  reuse  under  this  alternative. 

4.3. 2.4  Storage  Tanks.  Air  flight  and  maintenance  operations  under  the 
General  Aviation  Alternative  would  require  both  aboveground  tanks  and 
USTs.  Reused  and  new  tanks  required  by  the  new  owners/operators  would 
be  subject  to  the  same  federal  and  state  regulations  discussed  under  the 
Proposed  Action.  These  include  acceptable  leak  detection  methodologies, 
spill  and  overfill  protection,  cathodic  protection,  secondary  containment  for 
the  tank  systems  including  the  piping,  and  liability  insurance.  USTs  that 
would  not  support  reuse  activities  would  be  expected  to  be  closed  in 
conformance  with  the  appropriate  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations. 

Aboveground  fuel  storage  tanks  not  utilized  to  support  the  reuse  activities 
would  be  purged  of  fumes  to  preclude  fire  hazards.  Under  this  alternative. 
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the  Uniform  Fire  Code  requirements  are  similar  to  those  stated  under  the 
Proposed  Action. 

The  closure  of  these  tanks  would  be  subject  to  the  requirements  of  the 
ADPCE. 

4.3. 2.5  Asbestos.  Renovation  and  demolition  of  existing  structures  with 
ACM  may  occur  with  reuse  development.  Such  activities  would  be  subject 
to  ail  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations. 

4.3.2.6  Pesticide  Usage.  Pesticide  usage  associated  with  the  General 
Aviation  Alternative  would  increase  from  amounts  used  under  baseline 
conditions  (caretaker  status)  as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  public/recreation 
and  commercial  land  uses.  Pesticides  are  also  used  in  the  industrial, 
residential,  archaeological/open  space  and  agricultural  land  use  zones. 
Pesticides  utilized  under  the  General  Aviation  Alternative  would  be  different 
than  under  closure  conditions  due  to  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land  to 
pubiic/recreation.  Management  practices  would  be  subject  to  FIFRA  and 
state  guidelines. 

4.3.2.7  Polychlorinated  Biphenyls.  Only  the  three  regulators  that  contain 
PCBs,  owned  by  Arkansas  Power  &  Light,  would  be  left  at  Eaker  AFB  after 
closure.  These  have  been  labeled  and  would  continue  to  be  managed  by 
Arkansas  Power  &  Light  during  reuse  activities  in  accordance  with  applicable 
federal  and  state  regulations. 

4.3. 2.8  Radon.  Since  all  radon-screening  survey  results  were  below  EPA's 
recommended  mitigation  level  of  4  pCi/l  of  air,  there  would  be  no  impact  on 
reuse  activities. 

4.3. 2.9  Medicat/Biohazardous  Waste.  Medical/biohazardous  materials 
generated  with  the  reuse  of  the  hospital  as  a  life  care  facility  or 
convalescent  home  would  be  subject  to  conformance  with  state  regulations. 
The  generation  rates  for  waste  products  and  disposal  requirements  would  be 
appreciably  less  than  that  under  preclosure  conditions  as  a  result  of  the 
change  in  the  charter  of  this  facility.  The  generation  and  management  of 
materials  would  not  cause  impacts  on  this  reuse  option. 

4.3.2.10  Ordnance.  The  impacts  from  ordnance  would  be  the  same  as  for 
the  Proposed  Action. 

4.3.2.11  Mitigation  Measures.  Mitigation  measures  for  this  alternative  are 
similar  to  those  under  the  Proposed  Action. 
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4.3.3  Non-Avl«tk>n  Attamstiv* 


4.3.3. 1  Hazardous  Mattriais.  Tha  typos  of  hazardous  mats^'tats  uittaed 
undar  this  ait^native  aro  listod  in  Tabto  4.3-5.  Maisnats  coukt  tnciudo 
potrt^um  products,  fuois,  soivonts,  corrosivos,  paints,  thinrvofs,  and  otrtors 
associated  with  industrial  arvl  agricultural  pursuits.  Not  alt  are  simitar  to 
hazardous  materials  used  during  prectosure  conditions.  The  quantity  of 
material  would  increase  over  that  used  at  closure. 


Table  4.3-S.  Hazardous  Materials  Usage  •  Non-Aviatkm  Alternative 


Land  Use 

Operation  Process 

Hazardous  Materials 

Industrial 

Activities  associated  with  light 
irtdustry,  research  and 
development,  warehousing 

SolviKtts,  heavy  metals,  POL,  corrosives, 
caulysu,  aerosols,  fuels,  heating  oils, 
igniubies,  pesticides 

institutional 

(education) 

Public  education,  higher 
education,  corporate  trainirtg 
facilities,  vocational  schools 

Corrosives,  ignitables,  solvents,  heating 
oils,  solvents,  tubncanis.  cleaners, 
pesticides,  paints,  thinrvers 

Commercial 

Activities  associated  with 
offices,  retail,  service  industries, 
restaurants,  community  facilities 

Fuels,  solvents,  corrosives,  POL 
ignitible...  heating  oils,  pesticides,  dry 
cleaning  wastes 

Residential 

Utilization/maintenanca  of  single- 
family  and  multi-family  units, 
landscaping 

Pesticides,  fertilizers,  fuels,  waste  oils, 
and  household  wastes 

Public/recreation 
and  archaeological/ 
open  space 

Maintertance  of  existing 
recreational  facilities  including 
golf  course,  sports  complex, 
swimming  pools,  and  other 
recreational  facilities 

Pesticides,  feniiizers,  chlorine,  heatirtg 
oils,  paints,  thinners,  ciear>ers,  solvents, 
aerosols,  POL 

Agricultural 

Equipment  maintertance,  weed 
and  pest  control 

Pesticides,  fertilizers,  fuels,  waste  oils, 
solvents,  paints  and  thinners 

POL  =  p«troiaurn,  oil«,  •nd  lubricant*. 


4.3.3.2  Hazardous  Wastes.  Hazardous  wastes  would  be  generated  under 
the  Non-Aviation  Alternative  from  the  hazardous  materials  and  processes 
utilized,  and  would  consist  of  waste  oils,  solvents,  paints,  thinners,  artd 
heavy  metals.  Quantities  of  waste  would  be  greater  than  those  produced  at 
closure. 

4.3.3.3  bistallation  Restoration  Program  Sites.  The  IRP  sites  within  each 
land  use  area  for  the  Non-Aviation  Alternative  are  identified  in  Figure  4.3-3 
and  summarized  in  Table  4.3-6. 
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EXPLANATION 
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Figure  4.3-3 
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TabI*  4.3-6.  IRP  Sitss  wittiin  Land  Use  Ann  •  Nrm-Aviation  Altamativa 


Proposed  Land  Use 

IRP  Sites 

Industrial 

Aviation  fuel  USTs,  Landfill  2  (west).  Landfill  3,  Spill 

Site  1 ,  Spill  Site  2,  underground  heating  oil  tanks 

Institutional  (education) 

AAFES  service  station,  FPTA,  underground  heating  oil 
tanks,  underground  waste  oil  tanks 

Commercial 

Underground  heating  oil  tanks 

Residential 

None 

Public/recreation 

Landfill  2  (east) 

Archaeological/open  space 

Landfill  4 

Agricultural 

Landfill  1,  Landfill  2  (east  and  west).  Landfill  3, 

Landfill  4,  Spill  Site  2 

Industrial.  Six  IRP  sites  have  been  associated  with  this  land  use  zone. 
Remediation  activities  and  installation  of  long-term  monitoring  wells 
associated  with  Landfill  3.  Spill  Site  1.  aviation  fuel  tanks,  and  numerous 
underground  heating  oil  tanks  could  delay  property  disposal  and  proposed 
construction.  Remediation  of  Landfill  2  (west)  and  Spill  Site  2  should  not 
impact  the  proposed  reuse  under  this  alternative. 

Institutional.  Four  IRP  sites  have  been  associated  with  this  land  use  zone. 
Remediation  activities  associated  with  the  AAFES  service  station  and 
underground  heating  oil  tanks  could  delay  reuse  of  numerous  facilities  within 
the  main  base.  Remediation  of  the  FPTA  and  underground  waste  oil  tanks 
could  delay  property  disposal  and  reuse  in  the  northern  part  of  the  base. 

Commercial.  Removal  of  the  underground  heating  cil  tanks  within  the 
proposed  commercial  land  use  area  could  delay  reuse. 

Residential.  There  are  no  IRP  sites  associated  with  residential  land  use 
under  this  alternative. 

Public/Recraation.  Remediation  of  Landfill  2  (east)  could  delay  property 
disposal  and  reuse  under  this  alternative. 

Archaeological/Open  Space.  Landfill  4  is  located  within  this  land  use  zone. 
Although  cultural  resources  have  already  been  disturbed  from  activities  that 
occurred  when  the  landfill  was  active,  remediation  could  further  impact  this 
site.  Proposed  remediation  plans  will  be  coordinated  with  SHPO  prior  to 
initiation  to  ensure  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are  eliminated  or  reduced  to 
a  nonadverse  level. 
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Agricultural.  Five  IRP  sites  have  been  associated  with  this  land  use  zone. 
Delays  could  occur  in  property  disposal  of  some  proposed  agricultural 
parcels  adjacent  to  Landfill  1,  Landfill  2  (east  and  west),  Landfill  3, 

Landfill  4,  and  Spill  Site  2.  Further  delays  could  occur  if  long-term 
monitoring  wells  are  installed. 

4.3.3.4  Storage  Tanks.  Reuse  of  existing  storage  tanks  and  the  installation 
of  aboveground  storage  tanks  required  by  the  new  owner/operators  would 
be  subject  to  all  applicable  federal  and  state  regulations.  These  regulations 
include  acceptable  leak  detection  methodologies,  spill  and  overfill  protection, 
cathodic  protection,  secondary  containment  for  the  tank  systems  including 
the  piping,  and  liability  insurance.  USTs  and  aboveground  fuel  storage  tanks 
that  would  not  support  reuse  activities  would  be  expected  to  be  closed  in 
conformance  with  all  appropriate  regulations. 

Aboveground  fuel  storage  tanks  that  would  not  be  utilized  to  support  the 
reuse  activities  would  be  purged  of  fumes  to  preclude  fire  hazards.  Under 
this  alternative,  the  Uniform  Fire  Code  requirements  are  similar  to  those 
stated  under  the  Proposed  Action. 

4.3.3. 5  Asbestos.  Renovation  and  demolition  of  existing  structures  with 
ACM  may  occur  with  reuse  development.  Such  activities  would  be  subject 
to  all  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations. 

4.3.3.6  Pesticide  Usage.  Pesticide  usage  associated  with  the  Non-Aviation 
Alternative  would  increase  from  amounts  used  under  baseline  conditions 
(caretaker  status)  as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  agricultural  land  uses.  The 
types  and  quantities  of  pesticides  utilized  under  the  Non-Aviation  Alternative 
would  be  different  than  those  under  closure  conditions  due  to  the 
conversion  of  additional  land  to  agricultural  use.  Pesticide  management 
practices  would  be  subject  to  FI  FRA  and  state  guidelines. 

4. 3. 3.7  Polychlorinated  Biphenyls.  Only  the  three  regulators  that  contain 
PCBs,  owned  by  Arkansas  Power  &  Light,  would  be  left  at  Eaker  AFB  after 
closure.  These  have  been  labeled  and  would  continue  to  be  managed  by 
Arkansas  Power  &  Light  during  reuse  activities  in  accordance  with  applicable 
federal  and  state  regulations. 

4.3.3.8  Radon.  Since  all  radon  screening  survey  results  were  below  U  S. 
EPA's  recommended  mitigation  level  of  4  pCi/l  of  air,  there  would  be  no 
impact  on  reuse  activities. 

4. 3.3.9  Medical/Biohazardous  Waste.  All  existing  materials  would  be 
removed  prior  to  base  closure.  Under  this  alternative  there  would  be  no 
hospital  use,  so  medical/biohazardous  waste  would  not  be  generated. 
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4.3.3.10  OrdrtMice.  The  impacts  from  ordnance  would  be  the  same  as  for 
the  Proposed  Action. 

4.3.3.11  Mitigation  Measures.  Mitigation  measures  for  this  alternative  are 
similar  to  those  under  the  Proposed  Action. 

4.3.4  Other  Land  Use  Concepts 

This  section  will  discuss  transfers/conveyances  within  the  framework  of  the 
IRP  and  within  the  context  of  the  hazardous  materials  typically  associated 
with  their  proposed  reuses. 

McKinney  Act.  No  IRP  site  exists  within  the  on-base  housing  area; 
therefore,  remediation  of  any  IRP  site  would  not  impact  conveyance  of  any 
units  for  housing  of  the  homeless.  Pesticides,  paints,  thinners,  and  some 
petroleum  products  and  fuels  would  be  utilized  for  housing  unit  maintenance 
purposes.  Upon  completion  of  the  asbestos  survey,  management  of  ACM 
would  be  accomplished  to  ensure  a  safe  site  environment. 

No  impact  would  result  from  implementation  of  this  land  use  concept  when 
combined  with  any  of  the  reuse  alternatives. 

Interpretive  Center/Museum.  Hazardous  materials  would  be  utilized  for 
facility  and  ground  maintenance,  and  could  include  paints;  thinners; 
cleaners;  pesticides;  fuels;  and  petroleum,  oils,  and  lubricants.  Remediation 
activities  associated  with  Landfills  2  (east),  3,  and  4  could  occur  in  areas 
proposed  for  the  interpretive  center/museum.  Interagency  coordination 
could  mitigate  potential  impacts  to  cultural  resources  during  landfill 
remediation. 

However,  no  impact  would  result  from  implementation  of  this  land  use 
concept  when  combined  with  any  of  the  reuse  alternatives,  since  the 
proposed  land  use  would  be  the  same  as  projected  for  the  reuse  scenarios. 

4.3.5  No-Action  Alternative 

Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  painting  and  maintenance  would  be  the 
primary  activities  that  would  involve  hazardous  materials.  The  OL  would 
manage  all  waste  generated  under  the  applicable  regulations.  The  final 
phases  of  IRP  activities  are  also  discussed  below. 

4.3.5. 1  Hazardous  Materials.  Hazardous  materials  would  be  utilized  in 
preventive  and  regular  maintenance  activities,  grounds  maintenance,  and 
water  treatment.  The  materials  used  for  these  activities  would  include 
pesticides,  fuels,  paints,  and  corrosives.  The  OL  would  be  responsible  for 
hazardous  materials  handling  training,  as  well  as  hazardous  materials 
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communication  requirements  of  OSHA  regulations.  Quantities  of  hazardous 
materials  would  be  similar  to  those  used  at  closure. 

4.3. 5. 2  Hazardous  Wastes.  With  the  exception  of  facilities  utilized  by  OL 
personnel,  all  satellite  accumulation  points  would  be  closed  and  ti.s  DRMO 
would  dispose  of  all  hazardous  wastes  prior  to  base  closure.  The  small 
amount  of  hazardous  waste  that  would  be  generated  under  the  No-Action 
Alternative  may  enable  the  OL  to  become  an  exempt,  small-quantity 
generator.  The  OL  must  comply  with  all  RCRA  and  state  regulations. 

4.3.5.3  Installation  Restoration  Program  Sites.  Ongoing  sampling  and 
remedial  design  activities  would  be  continued  by  the  individual  IRP 
contractors.  The  OL  would  support  the  utility  requirements  for  these 
contractors  and  provide  security  for  the  IRP  areas. 

4.3. 5.4  Storage  Tanks.  USTs  remaining  at  Eaker  AFB  would  be  managed 
by  the  OL.  Maintenance  of  the  cathodic  protection  and  leak  detection 
systems  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  OL.  Federal  regulations  require 
the  closure  of  USTs  out  of  service  for  1  year  or  longer. 

The  large  aboveground  storage  tanks  would  be  purged  of  fuel  fumes  to 
preclude  fire  hazards.  The  ADPCE  may  order  the  removal  of  tanks  that  are 
out  of  service.  The  OL  would  provide  cathodic  protection,  repair,  and 
general  maintenance  for  the  aboveground  storage  tanks  and  piping. 

4.3. 5. 5  Asbestos.  The  impacts  from  the  No-Action  Alternative  would  be 
minimal.  Vacated  buildings  would  be  secured  to  prevent  contact  with  ACM 
if  the  No-Action  Alternative  were  implemented.  Upon  completion  of  the 
asbestos  survey,  management  of  ACM  would  be  accomplished  to  ensure  a 
safe  site  environment. 

4.3. 5.6  Pesticide  Usage.  Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  the  grounds  and 
golf  course  would  be  maintained  in  such  a  manner  as  to  facilitate  economic 
resumption  of  use.  There  should  not  be  an  appreciable  increase  in  the  use 
of  pesticides  from  the  closure  baseline.  Application  of  pesticides  would  be 
conducted  in  accordance  with  FIFRA  and  state  regulations  to  assure  the 
proper  and  safe  handling  and  application  of  all  chemicals. 

4.3. 5. 7  Polychlorinated  Biphenyls.  Only  the  three  regulators  that  contain 
PCBs,  owned  by  Arkansas  Power  &  Light,  would  be  left  at  Eaker  AFB  after 
closure.  These  have  been  labeled  and  would  continue  to  be  managed  by 
Arkansas  Power  &  Light  in  accordance  with  applicable  federal  and  state 
regulations. 

4.3. 5. 8  Radon.  Since  all  radon  screening  survey  results  were  below  U.S. 
EPA's  recommended  mitigation  level  of  4  pCi/l  of  air,  there  would  be  no 
impacts  from  implementation  of  the  No-Action  Alternative. 
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4.3.5.9  Medical/Biohazardous  Waste.  All  existing  materials  will  be  removed 
prior  to  closure;  therefore,  these  materials  would  not  create  an  impact  under 
the  No-Action  Alternative. 

4.3.5.10  Ordnance.  The  impacts  from  ordnance  would  be  the  same  as  for 
the  Proposed  Action. 

4.3.5.11  MKigation  Measures.  Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  the  OL 
would  be  responsible  for  the  basewide  management  of  hazardous 
materials/wastes.  Contingency  plans  developed  to  address  spill  response 
would  be  less  extensive  than  those  required  for  the  Proposed  Action  or  the 
other  reuse  alternatives.  Implementation  of  such  procedures  could 
effectively  mitigate  any  potential  impact  associated  with  the  No-Action 
Alternative. 

4.4  NATURAL  ENVIRONMENT 

This  section  describes  the  potential  effects  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives  on  the  natural  resources  of  soils  and  geology,  water  resources, 
air  quality,  noise,  biological  resources,  and  cultural  resources  in  the  base 
area  and  surrounding  region. 

4.4.1  Sons  and  Geology 

The  potential  effects  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  reuse  alternatives  on  the 
local  soils  and  geology,  as  well  as  the  potential  effects  from  the  conversion 
of  farmland  to  other  land  uses,  have  been  analyzed  based  on  review  of 
published  literature.  Soils  and  geology  would  be  affected  primarily  during 
any  construction,  when  local  soil  profiles  are  altered.  After  construction, 
soils  would  remain  relatively  stable  because  they  would  be  overlain  by 
facilities  or  pavements,  or  will  be  managed  following  SCS  recommendations 
to  minimize  erosion. 

4.4. 1.1  Proposed  Action.  Effects  of  the  Proposed  Action  on  the  regional 
soils  and  geology  would  be  minimal.  Effects  on  local  soils  and  geology 
would  result  primarily  from  the  construction  activities  associated  with  the 
Proposed  Action,  such  as  grading,  excavating,  and  recontouring  the  soils. 
These  activities  could  alter  the  soil  profiles  and  local  topography.  Acreages 
to  be  disturbed  under  the  Proposed  Action  between  closure  and  at  5,  1 0, 
and  20  years  of  redevelopment  are  presented  in  Chapter  2  (see 

Table  2.2-3). 

Use  of  sand  and  gravel  resources  (e.g.,  for  construction  material  and 
concrete)  for  new  facilities  and  roadw  lys  would  not  be  expected  to  reduce 
availability  of  these  materials  from  local  suppliers.  No  mineral  deposits  of 
economic  interest  are  known  or  expected  to  be  discovered  in  Mississippi 
County  (Arkansas  Geological  and  Conservation  Commission,  1985). 
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Local  soils  are  highly  susceptible  to  wind  erosion  and  are  slightly  to 
moderately  susceptible  to  water  erosion;  therefore,  preventive  measures 
would  be  necessary  to  minimize  erosion.  During  construction  of  new 
facilities,  removal  of  vegetative  cover  and  grading  activities  would  increase 
the  potential  for  erosion  by  wind  and  water.  Renovation  of  existing  facilities 
could  create  some  impacts. 

Under  this  alternative  479  acres  of  land  would  be  disturbed.  Soils  in  the 
various  land  use  areas,  with  the  exception  of  recreational/open  space  areas, 
would  be  affected  by  construction  operations.  The  largest  affected  soil  area 
would  be  in  the  nonirrigated  agricultural  land  use  area.  A  total  of  787  acres 
of  prime  farmland  would  be  converted  to  nonagricultural  land  uses  (see 
Section  4.2. 2.1). 

Table  4.4-1  lists  the  acreage  of  each  soil  type  to  be  converted  to  another 
land  use  and  its  farmland  status.  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  Form 
AD-1006,  Farmland  Conversion  Impact  Rating,  can  be  found  in  Appendix  H. 

Most  of  the  soils  on  base  are  not  well  suited  for  the  construction  of 
buildings  because  of  the  shrinking  and  swelling  properties  of  the  clays. 

Some  existing  facilities  may  not  meet  the  1991  SBC  design  standards  for 
Seismic  Hazard  Zona  III.  The  potential  for  liquefaction  is  substantial  because 
of  the  nature  of  the  ground  and  proximity  of  the  groundwater  to  the 
surface.  Major  construction  additions  or  alterations  must  meet  current 
seismic  codes;  upgrades  to  an  existing  structure  would  be  required  only  if 
the  modifications  would  cause  it  to  be  in  violation  of  the  SBC  provisions. 
Buildings  that  had  legal  use  or  occupancy  at  the  time  the  SBC  was  adopted 
may  continue  to  be  used  or  occupied. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Mitigation  measures  are  available  to  minimize  erosion 
problems  associated  with  wind  and  water,  especially  during  construction 
when  trenches  and  cut  slopes  are  exposed.  During  construction,  the  length 
of  time  that  vegetation  and  other  cover  are  absent  should  be  minimized. 
When  cut  slopes  are  exposed,  any  or  all  of  the  following  measures  may  be 
useful  in  limiting  erosion: 

•  Add  protective  covering  such  as  mulch,  straw,  or  other  material 
(tacking  will  be  required). 

•  Limit  the  amount  of  area  disturbed  and  the  length  of  time  slopes 
and  barren  ground  are  left  exposed. 

•  Construct  diversion  dikes  and  interceptor  ditches  to  divert  water 
away  from  construction  areas. 
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Tabi*  4.4'1 .  Soi  Typa,  Acraaga.  and  Status  of  Farmland  to  ba  Convartad 


undar  tha  Proposad  Action 


Soil  Type 

Acreage  to  be 
Converted 

Farmland 

Status 

Amagon  sandy  loam 

48 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Bruno-Crevasse  complex 

4 

Prime  Farmland 

Crevasse  loamy  sand 

13 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Dundee  silt  loam 

64 

Prime  Farmland 

Forestdale-Routon  complex 

46 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Hayti  fine  sandy  loam 

46 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Jeanerette  silt  loam 

4 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Routon-Dundee  •  Crevasse  complex 

160 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Sharkey-Steele  complex 

36 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Steele  loamy  sand 

32 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Steele  silty  clay  loam 

11 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Steele  and  Tunica  soils 

134 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Tiptonville  and  Oubbs  silt  loams 

4 

Prime  Farmland 

Tunica  silty  clay 

185 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Total 

787 

•  Install  slope  drains  (conduits)  and/or  water  velocity-control 
devices  to  prevent  concentrated,  high-velocity  streams  from 
developing. 

Although  mitigation  measures  would  help  reduce  the  amount  of  erosion  that 
could  occur  as  a  result  of  construction-related  activities,  erosion  by  wind 
and  water  cannot  be  completely  eliminated.  Application  of  mulch,  straw,  or 
synthetic  material  has  proven  very  effective  over  the  short  term  for 
controlling  erosion.  After  construction,  long-term  erosion  control  can  be 
accomplished  by  keeping  soils  under  vegetative  cover  and  planting 
windbreaks.  The  type  of  vegetation  used  as  windbreaks  must  comply  with 
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FAA  standards  in  areas  intended  for  aircraft  runways.  After  construction, 
soils  underlying  facilities  and  pavements  would  not  be  subject  to  erosion. 

Mitigation  measures  are  available  to  minimize  the  problems  associated  with 
soil  properties  and  seismic  activity.  The  use  of  appropriate  engineering 
practices,  such  as  stronger  foundations  and  deeper  pilings,  would  reduce  the 
effect  of  the  shrinking  and  swelling  of  soils.  Compliance  with  the  SBC 
design  standards  for  Seismic  Zone  III  will  diminish  the  effects  of  seismic 
activities  and  liquefaction  on  structures. 

4.4. 1.2  General  Aviation  /Utamative.  Types  of  impacts  associated  with 
soils  and  geology  under  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  under  the 
Proposed  Action,  except  that  more  land  (779  acres)  would  be  potentially 
disturbed.  A  total  of  827  acres  of  prime  farmland  would  be  converted  to 
nonagricultural  land  uses  (see  Section  4. 2. 2. 2).  Table  4.4-2  lists  the 
acreage  of  each  soil  type  to  be  converted  to  other  land  uses  and  its 
farmland  status. 

MKigation  Measures.  Potential  mitigation  measures  for  this  alternative 
would  be  similar  to  those  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

4.4. 1.3  Non-Aviation  Alternative.  Types  of  impacts  associated  with  soils 
and  geology  under  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  under  the 
Proposed  Action,  except  tiiat  less  land  (339  acres)  would  be  disturbed.  A 
total  of  243  acres  of  prime  farmland  would  be  converted  to  nonagricultural 
land  uses  (sea  Section  4.2.2.3).  Table  4.4-3  lists  the  acreage  of  each  soil 
type  to  be  converted  and  its  farmland  status. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Potential  mitigation  measures  under  this  alternative 
would  be  similar  to  those  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

4.4. 1.4  Other  Land  Use  Concepts.  Effects  on  soils  and  geology  as  a  result 
of  independent  land  use  concepts  that  may  be  implemented  in  addition  to 
one  of  the  integrated  reuse  alternatives  are  discussed  below. 

McKinney  Act.  This  conveyance  would  not  create  any  impacts  to  soils  or 
geology  because  no  new  construction  would  be  required. 

Interpretive  Center/Museum.  This  land  use  concept  would  not  create  any 
impacts  to  soils  or  geology  because  no  construction  would  be  required. 

4.4.1. 5  No-Action  Alternative.  The  No-Action  Alternative  would  result  in 
no  major  new  impacts  to  the  soils  and  geology  of  the  base  area  and  the 
surrounding  region.  The  construction  operations  associated  with  this 
alternative  would  be  minimal  or  nonexistent  and  restricted  to  maintenance- 
type  activities.  No  mitigation  measures  would  be  required. 
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Tabit  4.4-3.  Soil  Type,  Acreage,  and  Status  of  Farmland  to  be  Converted 
under  the  Non-Aviation  Alternative 


Soil  Type 

Acreage  to  be 
Converted 

Farmland 

Status 

Bruno-Crevasse  complex 

1 

Prime  Farmland 

Dundee  silt  loam 

11 

Prime  Farmland 

Forestdale-Routon  complex 

3 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Hayti  fine  sandy  loam 

39 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Jeanerette  silt  loam 

4 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Routon-Oundee-Crevasse  complex 

73 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Sharkey-Steele  complex 

4 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Sharkey  and  Steele  soils 

9 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Steele  loamy  sand 

6 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Steele  and  Tunica  soils 

58 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Tiptonville  and  Dubbs  silt  loams 

3 

Prime  Farmland 

Tunica  silty  clay 

32 

Prime  Farmland, 
where  drained 

Total 

243 

4.4. 2. 1  Proposed  Action 

Surface  Water.  Under  the  Proposed  Action,  soils  could  be  compacted 
during  new  construction  and  overlain  by  asphalt,  asphaltic  concrete,  or 
buildings,  creating  impervious  surfaces  that  could  cause  increased  storm 
water  runoff  to  local  storm  sewers  and  sewage  systems.  As  a  result, 
drainage  patterns  would  be  altered  to  divert  water  away  from  facilities  and 
airfield  pavements.  Storm  water  discharge  (non-point  source)  from  the 
airfield,  airfield  support  areas,  and  other  heavy  industrial  areas  may  contain 
fuels,  oils,  and  other  residual  contaminants,  which  could  degrade  surface 
water  resources  in  Pemiscot  Bayou  and  Ditch  25.  In  addition,  the  non-point 
source  runoff  could  cause  high  sediment  loads  in  the  drainage  systems. 

The  unnamed  tributary  to  Ditch  25  at  the  north  end  of  the  base  is  subject  to 
inundation  by  the  lOO-year  flood  as  discussed  in  Section  3.4.2. 1 .  Under 
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the  Proposed  Action,  aviation  support  facilities  would  be  constructed  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  tributary  which  could  be  affected  by  the  100-year  flood. 

Groundwater.  Under  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  not  be  impacts  to 
groundwater  resources.  Projected  water  production  and  consumption  for 
the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013  are  shown  in  Table  4.4-4.  Groundwater 
production  is  defined  as  the  actual  amount  of  water  pumped  from  the  wells. 
Consumption  is  the  quantity  of  water  pumped  out  of  the  wells  minus  the 
approximately  30  percent  that  is  returned  to  the  aquifer  system  via 
irrigation,  effluent  discharge,  leach  fields,  etc. 


Table  4.4-4.  Projected  Water  Demand  -  Proposed  Action 


Year 

Production 

(MGD) 

Consumption 

(MGD) 

%  Change  from 
Current  Base 
Operations 

1998 

0.06 

0.03 

96  less 

2003 

0.23 

0.14 

82  less 

2013 

0.59 

0.38 

50  less 

In  the  year  2013,  water  consumption  is  expected  to  be  0.38  MGD 
(426  acre-feet  per  year  [af/yr]),  which  is  approximately  50  percent  of  the 
current  base  demand.  It  is  assumed  the  water  will  be  supplied  by  the  two 
deep  on-base  wells  drilled  into  the  Wilcox  formation.  The  projected  water 
demand  for  the  Proposed  Action  can  be  met  by  the  existing  on-base  wells. 
The  production  capacity  of  the  two  wells  is  2.02  MGD  (2,258  af/yr). 
Therefore,  the  base  water  supply  is  adequate  to  meet  the  anticipated  needs. 
However,  the  wells  were  drilled  in  1 942  and  must  be  considered  cautiously 
as  a  reliable  water  source  for  future  years  (Allen  &  Hoshall  Engineers 
Architects  Consultants,  1985).  Although  groundwater  is  abundant,  if 
existing  on-base  wells  fail,  it  would  be  ne.:essarv  to  employ  one  of  the 
options  discussed  in  Section  4.2.4,  Utilities. 

Increased  water  demand  associated  with  the  regional  growth  has  been  taken 
into  account  in  the  analysis  of  the  Proposed  Action.  The  closure  and 
relocation  of  the  Blythevilie  Municipal  Airport  to  Eaker  AFB  are  not  expected 
to  effect  water  resources  in  the  area. 

Mitigation  Measures.  To  minimize  ponding  and  potential  impacts  to  surface 
water  runoff,  construction  designs  should  incorporate  provisions  to  reduce 
storm  water  runoff.  The  following  measures  could  be  implemented  to 
reduce  the  impacts  to  surface  water  quality  during  construction; 
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•  Create  landscaped  areas  that  are  pervious  to  surface  water. 

•  Minimize  areas  of  surface  disturbance. 

•  Control  site  runoff. 

•  Minimize  the  time  that  disturbed  areas  are  exposed  to  erosion. 

•  Provide  regular  street  sweeping. 

The  project  may  also  be  subject  to  NPDES  permit  requirements  for  storm 
water  discharges  during  the  construction  period  and  for  the  duration  of 
airport  operations.  This  provision  is  contained  in  the  NPDES  Permit 
Application  Regulations  for  Storm  Water  Discharges  issued  by  the  U.S.  EPA 
as  a  final  rule  on  November  1 6,  1 990.  Oil-water  separators  could  be 
installed  to  improve  water  quality  prior  to  discharge  to  storm  water  drainage 
systems. 

To  minimize  the  impacts  of  the  1 00-year  flood  on  the  aviation  support 
facilities  at  the  north  end  of  the  base,  construction  designs  should 
incorporate  provisions,  such  as  sloped  parking  areas,  to  divert  water  away 
from  structures. 

4.4.2.2  General  Aviation  Alternative 

Surface  Water.  The  types  of  impacts  to  surface  water  resources  under  this 
alternative  would  be  identical  to  those  under  the  Proposed  Action. 

Groundwater.  In  the  first  10  years  after  closure,  the  quantity  of 
groundwater  extracted  under  this  alternative  would  be  less  than  that 
required  for  the  Proposed  Action  and,  thus,  would  not  create  any  adverse 
effects.  Projected  water  production  and  consumption  for  the  years  1 998, 
2003,  and  2013  are  shown  in  Table  4.4-5.  By  the  year  2013,  water 
demand  is  expected  to  be  0.45  MGD  (504  af/yr),  which  is  approximately 
60  percent  of  the  current  base  demand,  and  slightly  more  than  the  demand 
in  2013  under  the  Proposed  Action.  However,  this  projected  demand  can 
be  met  by  the  capacities  of  the  existing  on-base  wells.  Effects  are  expected 
to  be  identical  to  those  for  the  Proposed  Action. 


Table  4.4-5.  Projected  Water  Demand  -  General  Aviation  Alternative 


Year 

Production 

(MGD) 

Consumption 

(MGD) 

%  Change  from 
Current  Base 
Operations 

1998 

0.05 

0.02 

97  less 

2003 

0.18 

0.11 

86  less 

2013 

0.69 

0.45 

40  less 
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Mitigation  Maaaura*.  Potential  mitigation  maasures  would  t>«  simitar  to 
those  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

4.4. 2. 3  Non-Aviation  Alternative 

Surface  Water.  The  types  of  impacts  to  surface  water  resources  under  this 
alternative  would  be  identical  to  those  undar  the  Proposed  Action 

Groundwater.  The  quantity  of  groundwater  extracted  under  this  alternative 
would  be  slightly  less  than  that  required  for  the  Proposed  Action  Projected 
water  production  and  consumption  for  the  years  1998,  2003,  and  2013  are 
shown  in  Table  4,4-6.  In  the  year  2013.  water  demand  is  expected  to  be 
0.25  MGD  1280  af/yrl,  which  is  approximately  33  percent  of  the  current 
base  demand.  Effects  are  expected  to  be  identical  to  those  for  the  proposed 
Action. 


Table  4.4-6.  Projected  Water  Demand  ■  Non-Aviation  Alternative 


Year 

Production 

(MGDI 

Consumption 

(MGDI 

%  Change  from 
Current  Base 
Operations 

1998 

0.06 

0.03 

96  less 

2003 

0.20 

0.12 

88  less 

2013 

0,39 

0.25 

67  less 

Mitigation  Measures.  Potential  mitigation  measures  would  be  similar  to 
those  discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action, 

4.4.2.4  Other  Land  Use  Concepts.  As  described  m  Section  2  3.3.  two 
potential  land  use  concepts  have  been  developed  for  purposes  of  analysis 
These  actions  may  take  place  in  addition  to  one  of  the  integrated  reuse 
alternatives. 

McKinney  Act.  This  conveyance  would  not  create  any  impacts  to  water 
resources  because  there  would  be  no  change  in  water  production  demand. 

interpretive  Center/Museum.  This  land  use  concept  would  not  create  any 
impacts  to  water  resources  because  there  would  be  nc  change  in  water 
production  demand. 

4. 4. 2. 5  No-Action  Alternative.  The  No-Action  Alternative  would  have 
positive  effects  on  surface  and  groundwater  quality.  With  very  limited 
operations  and  no  increase  to  population,  water  demands  from  the  OL 
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personnel  would  be  minimal  and  could  be  accommodated  from  existing 
supply  systems.  No  mitigation  measures  would  be  required. 

4.4.3  Ak  Quality 

Air  quality  impacts  could  occur  during  construction  and  operations 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  for  the  reuse  of  Eaker 
AFB.  Intermittent  construction-related  impacts  could  result  from  fugitive 
dust  (particulate  matter)  and  construction  equipment  emissions.  Operational 
impacts  could  occur  from;  (1)  mobile  sources  such  as  aircraft,  aircraft 
operation  support  equipment,  commercial  transport  vehicles,  and  personal 
vehicles;  (2)  print  sources  such  as  heating/power  plants,  generators, 
incinerators,  and  storage  tanks;  and  (3)  secondary  emission  sources 
associated  with  a  general  population  increase,  such  as  residential  heating. 

The  methods  selected  to  analyze  impacts  depend  upon  the  type  of  air 
emission  source  being  examined.  Air  quality  analytical  methods  are 
summarized  here  and  presented  in  detail  in  Appendix  E,  Methods.  The 
primary  emission  source  categories  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  and 
the  alternatives  include  construction,  aircraft,  vehicles,  point  sources,  and 
indirect  source  emissions  related  to  popt  iation  increase.  Analysis  during  the 
construction  phase  consists  of  estimating  the  amount  of  uncontrolled 
fugitive  dust  that  may  be  emitted  from  disturbed  areas  and  the  amount  of 
combustion  emissions  that  may  be  emitted  from  construction  equipment. 
Analysis  for  point  source  and  indirect  source  emissions  during  the  operations 
phase  consists  of  quantifying  the  emissions  and  evaluating  how  those 
emissions  would  affect  maintenance  of  the  NAAQS  and  AAQS.  The 
ambient  effects  of  aircraft  emissions  are  analyzed  by  modeling.  The 
Emissions  and  Dispersion  Modeling  System  (EDMS)  is  used  to  simulate  the 
dispersion  of  emissions  from  aircraft  operations  (Segal,  1 988).  EDMS  was 
developed  jointly  by  the  FAA  and  the  U.S.  Air  Force  8p>ecifically  for  the 
purpose  of  generating  airport  and  airbase  emission  inventories  and  to 
calculate  the  concentrations  caused  by  these  emissions  as  they  disperse 
downwind.  The  model  is  run  in  a  screening  mode  utilizing  an  array  of 
1-hour  worst-case  meteorological  conditions. 

The  process  by  which  a  regulatory  agency  permits  major  new  sources  or 
modificat'ons  of  existing  sources  depends  on  the  attainment  status  of  the 
source  location.  In  an  area  meeting  the  NAAQS,  or  attainment  area,  the 
process  is  called  PSD.  The  PSD  process  requires  that  BACT  be  installed  and 
it  limits  the  allowable  ambient  impact  of  emissions  to  specific  increments  as 
previously  shown  in  Table  3.4-4.  The  increments  are  designed  to  prevent 
significant  degradation  of  the  area’s  acceptable  air  quality. 

The  following  assumption  was  made  in  estimating  the  effects  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives;  with  the  exception  of  construction, 
aircraft,  and  FPTA  emissions,  emission  inventory  amounts  of  ROG,  NO,, 
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PM,oy  SO 2,  and  CO  are  based  on  the  ratio  of  emissions  to  population,  as 
defined  by  available  preclosure  emissions  and  population  for  Mississippi 
County. 

4.4.3. 1  Proposed  Action.  Total  estimated  emissions  of  the  Proposed 
Action  are  presented  in  Table  4.4-7  for  the  years  1993,  1998,  2003,  and 
2013.  Fugitive  dust  and  equipment  combustive  emissions  during  the 
construction  phase  are  calculated  as  described  in  the  construction  section 
below.  Aircraft  emissions  during  operations  are  calculated  utilizing  the 
EDMS  model.  The  EDMS  model  uses  U.S.  EPA  aircraft  emission  factors  and 
information  on  peak  and  annual  landing  and  takeoff  cycles  to  produce  an 
emissions  inventory  report  for  the  aircraft  operations.  Emissions  from  the 
FPTA  are  calculated  as  described  in  the  operations  section.  The  closure  and 
relocation  of  the  Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  would  transfer  existing  aircraft 
amissions  from  that  siie  to  Eaker  AFB.  Emissions  for  all  other  categories  of 
emissions  were  calculated  as  described  in  Appendix  K. 


Table  4.4-7.  Pollutant  Emissions  Associated  with  the  Proposed  Action 

(tons/day) 


Pollutant 

Preclosure  Emissions 
Inventory  Amount'*’ 

Base  Reuse'*' 

County 

Eaker  AFB 

1993 

1998 

2003 

2013 

NO, 

11.5 

0.47 

0,40 

0.67 

1,45 

2.19 

14.2 

2.56 

0.24 

0.75 

1.48 

2.77 

PM,o 

61.8 

0.11 

0.20 

2.46 

5.57 

11.24 

SO, 

1.7 

0.20 

0.01 

0.07 

0.16 

0.31 

CO 

34.4 

2,55 

0.88 

2.18 

4.00 

7.14 

Not**:  (a)  a*f*r  to  Tobl*  3.4-5. 

(b)  S«*  Appandix  K  for  •rrxision  c*fcul*tion*. 


Construction.  Fugitive  dust  and  combustive  emissions  would  be  generated 
during  construction  activities  associated  with  aviation  support,  industrial, 
institutional,  commercial,  residential,  and  public/recreation  land  uses.  These 
emissions  would  be  greatest  during  site  clearing  and  grading  activities. 
Uncontrolled  fugitive  dust  (particulate  matter)  emissions  from  ground- 
disturbing  activities  would  be  emitted  at  a  rate  of  1 1 0  pounds  per  acre  per 
day  or  1 .2  tons  per  acre  per  month  (U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 

1 985).  The  PM,o  fraction  of  the  total  fugitive  dust  emissions  is  assumed  to 
be  50  percent,  or  0.6  ton  per  acre  per  month  (55  pounds  per  acre  per 
working  day). 

It  is  estimated  that  construction  on  base  would  disturb  a  total  of 
approximately  479  acres  over  the  20-year  period  of  project  development. 
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Approximately  131  acres  would  be  disturbed  during  the  time  period  1993- 
1 998,  approximately  69  acres  would  be  disturbed  during  the  next  5-year 
period  from  1998  to  2003,  and  approximately  279  acres  would  be  disturbed 
in  the  final  10  years  of  reuse  activity.  Assuming  that  the  disturbance  is 
spread  evenly  throughout  these  periods,  the  maximum  area  of  disturbance  in 
any  one  year  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  26,  1 4,  and  28  acres  for 
each  of  the  three  time  periods,  respectively.  Assuming  that  there  are  an 
average  of  230  working  days  per  year  (accounting  for  weekends,  weather, 
and  holidays),  that  half  of  these  days  (115)  would  be  used  for  site 
preparation,  and  that  4  working  days  would  be  required  to  complete  site 
preparation  for  each  acre  of  land,  an  average  of  0.9  acres  per  day  would  be 
disturbed  during  the  first  S-year  time  period  from  1993  to  1998.  Likewise, 
an  average  of  0.5  acre  per  day  would  be  disturbed  during  1998-2003,  and 
1  acre  per  day  would  be  disturbed  during  2003-2013.  Therefore,  the 
amount  of  PM^q  which  would  be  released  is  estimated  to  be  50  pounds  per 
day  (0.03  ton  per  day)  for  1993-1998,  28  pounds  per  day  (0.01  ton  per 
day)  for  1998-2003,  and  55  pounds  per  day  (0.03  ton  per  day)  for 
2003-2013.  The  impact  of  these  PM,o  emissions  would  cause  elevated 
short-term  concentrations  at  receptors  located  close  to  the  construction 
areas.  However,  the  elevated  concentrations  would  be  temporary  and 
would  fall  off  rapidly  with  distance. 

in  order  to  calculate  the  combustive  emissions  from  heavy  construction 
equipment,  emission  factors  developed  as  part  of  a  large-scale  community 
plan  impact  assessment  were  utilized.  The  emission  factors  were  developed 
based  on  the  assumption  that  it  would  take  a  total  expenditure  of  250,000 
brake-horsepower  hours  of  energy  with  diesel-powered  internal  combustion 
engines  to  completely  demolish  and  redevelop  1  acre  of  land.  Emission 
factors  for  this  amount  of  energy  expenditure  were  calculated  to  be 
460  pounds  per  acre  for  ROG,  1,720  pounds  per  acre  for  CO,  4,980  pounds 
per  acre  for  NO,  (as  NO2),  400  pounds  per  acre  for  particulate  matter 
(equivalent  to  approximately  384  pounds  per  acre  for  PM,o  emissions  from 
diesel  combustion),  and  120  pounds  per  acre  for  SOj.  Based  on  the 
assumption  that  it  would  require  250,000  brake-horsepower  hours  per  acre 
of  land,  the  energy  requirement  to  completely  demolish  and  reconstruct  a 
maximum  yearly  average  of  26  acres  in  1993-1998  would  be  6,500,000 
brake-horsepower  hours  of  energy.  If  all  heavy  equipment  usage  took  place 
during  80  percent  of  a  230  working-day  year,  or  within  1 84  working  days, 
then  an  average  of  35,326  brake-hosepower  hours  of  energy  would  have  to 
be  expended  each  day  to  completely  demolish  and  reconstruct  26  acres  in 
1  year.  This  is  equivalent  to  a  maximum  average  of  0.14  acre  per  day  being 
completely  demolished  and  reconstructed  by  heavy  equipment  (unlike  the 
daily  disturbed  surface  area  acreage  calculated  in  the  paragraph  above,  this 
daily  acreage  considers  only  the  area  that  is  being  actively  worked  by 
equipment.  The  daily  disturbed  surface  acreage  for  calculation  of  fugitive 
dust  emissions  includes  all  areas  that  are  exposed  but  not  necessarily  being 
worked  at  the  same  time).  Emissions  from  this  level  of  construction  activity 
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would  be  64  pounds  (0.03  tons)  per  day  of  ROG,  241  pounds  (0. 12  ton)  per 
day  of  CO.  697  pounds  (0.33  ton)  per  day  of  NOj,  54  pounds  (0.03  ton)  per 
day  of  PM,o,  and  17  pounds  (0.01  tons)  per  day  of  SO,.  Estimates  of 
pollutant  emissions  from  other  time  periods  would  be  in  proportion  to  the 
acreage  being  demolished  and  constructed  per  day,  i.e.,  0.08  acre  per  day 
during  1998-2003  and  0.15  acre  per  day  during  2003-2013. 

Operations.  Total  estimated  emissions  associated  with  operations  under  the 
Proposed  Action  are  included  with  construction  emissions  in  Table  4.4-7  for 
the  years  1993.  1998.  2003.  and  2013.  Estimates  of  aircraft  operation 
emissions  are  based  on  U.S.  EPA  aircraft  emission  factors  provided  as  part 
of  the  built-in  data  base  of  the  EDMS  model.  The  EDMS  model  uses  U.S. 
EPA  emission  factors  and  information  on  both  peak  and  annual  operations 
(including  takeoff,  runway  climb  and  approach,  runway  queuing,  taxi-in  and 
taxi-out,  and  idling)  to  produce  an  emissions  inventory  report.  Estimates  for 
all  other  categories  of  emissions  with  the  exception  of  FPTA  emissions, 
were  calculated  as  described  in  Appendix  K. 

Emissions  from  the  FPTA  associated  with  this  alternative  are  shown  in 
Table  4.4-8.  These  emissions  were  based  upon  estimates  of  the  expected 
total  annual  use  of  No.  2  diesel  and  emission  factors  developed  by  the  U.S. 
Air  Force  for  the  open  burning  of  JP-4  during  fire  fighting  training  operations 
(Fagin,  1988).  JP-4  emission  factors  were  used  because  factors  for  No.  2 
diesel  fuel  are  not  available.  Emission  factors  for  No.  2  diesel  would  be 
somewhat  higher  than  JP-4  emission  factors  because  of  the  fuel  property 
differences.  JP-4  is  a  more  volatile  fuel  and  less  viscous  than  No.  2  diesel 
fuel,  having  negligible  ash  and  nitrogen  content  and  small  amounts  of  sulfur. 
Being  more  viscous  and  less  volatile  than  JP-4,  No.  2  diesel  would 
experience  less  complete  combustion  and  emissions  of  PM,o.  NO.,  CO,  and 
SO.  would  be  higher. 


Table  4.4-8.  Pollutant  Emissions  from  tha  Fire  Protection  Training  Area* 


Pollutant 

Daily  Emissions 
(tons) 

Yearly  Emissions 
(tons) 

re 

o 

z 

0.0023 

0.84 

ROG 

0.18 

64.8 

PM.o 

0.071 

25.9 

SO, 

negligible 

negligible 

CO 

0.31 

113.5 

*  Emission*  bassd  upon  an  annual  us*  of  52.800  gallons  of  No.  2  disssi  fusl  and  amission 
factor*  for  JP-4  as  containad  in  Fagin  (1988). 


£aAer  AFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FEIS 


4-71 


Potential  impacts  to  air  quality  as  a  result  of  air  emissions  from  the 
operations  under  the  Proposed  Action  were  evaluated  in  terms  of  two  spatial 
scales:  regional  and  local.  The  regional-scale  analysis  considered  the 
potential  for  project  emissions  to  cause  or  contribute  to  a  nonartainment 
condition  in  Mississippi  County.  The  local-scale  analysis  evaluated  the 
potential  impact  to  ambient  air  quality  concentrations  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  base. 

Regional  Scale.  The  evaluation  of  regional-scale  impacts  from  the  Proposed 
Action  considered  the  effect  any  new  air  emissions  would  have  on 
maintaining  the  air  quality  attainment  status  of  Mississippi  County.  The 
following  paragraphs  summarize  the  results  of  the  regional-scale  impact 
analysis  on  a  pollutant-by-pollutant  basis. 

Ozone.  Mississippi  County  currently  meets  the  NAAQS  and  AAQS  for 
ozone,  it  would  therefore  follow  PSD  requirements  for  major  new  or 
modified  sources.  Since  ozone  is  a  secondary  pollutant  formed  in  the 
atmosphere  and  not  directly  emitted  as  a  pollutant  by  itself,  emissions  of  its 
precursor  pollutants,  NO,  (as  NOj)  and  ROG,  are  examined  instead.  The 
potential  NO,  (as  NO;)  and  ROG  emissions  from  the  Proposed  Action  were 
evaluated  to  determine  if  those  emissions  would  affect  the  attainment 
status.  Emissions  of  NO]  and  ROG  were  calculated  for  the  direct  sources 
that  would  be  associated  with  each  alternative  reuse  action,  as  well  as  for 
mobile  sources  and  other  indirect  sources  linked  to  population  growth  (both 
direct  and  indirectl  associated  with  each  reuse  alternative. 

Table  4.4-7  summarizes  the  results  of  the  emission  calculations  for  the 
Proposed  Action  for  0-,  5-,  1 0-,  and  20-year  increments  after  closure 
(i.e.,  for  the  years  1993,  1998,  2003,  and  2013,  respectively).  This  table 
also  provides  a  comparison  of  the  magnitude  of  the  reuse-related  emissions 
in  relation  to  the  1987  emission  inventory  amount  for  Mississippi  County. 

The  reuse  emissions  of  NO,  and  ROG  levels  are  lower  than  the  1 987 

Mississippi  County  emission  levels,  and  the  regional  air  quality  impacts  ' 

associated  with  these  emissions  would  be  negligible. 

CO.  NO„  PM,o,  and  SO^.  Mississippi  County  is  in  attainment  of  the  NAAQS 

and  AAQS  for  CO,  NOj,  PM,o,  and  SO].  It  would  therefore  follow  PSD 

requirements  for  major  new  or  modified  sources.  Table  4.4-7  provides  a  j 

comparison  of  the  Proposed  Action  emissions  to  the  Mississippi  County  j 

emission  levels.  These  results  show  that  emissions  from  the  Proposed  i 

Action  are  much  lower  than  the  Mississippi  County  emissions  and  would 

produce  a  negligible  impact  on  the  regional  air  quality.  i 

Local  Scale.  The  impacts  of  operation  emissions  from  the  Proposed  Action 
airport-related  activities  were  assessed  by  use  of  the  EDMS.  Peak-hour 
scenarios  for  emissions  from  aircraft  operations  were  modeled.  A  summary 
of  the  EDMS  analysis  is  presented  in  Table  4.4-9.  The  results  show  that  for 
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Notss:  (a)  MaxiiTHjm  impact  in  all  caaaa  occurred  approximately  2,800  feet  downwifKi  from  the  eouthern  end  of  the 

rurtway. 

(b)  Refer  to  Table  3.4-4. 


a  peaK-hour  airport  operation  scenario,  the  maximum  1-hour  pollutant 
conc'intration  would  occur  at  approximately  2,800  feet  downwind  from  the 
southern  end  of  the  runway.  The  primary  contributing  factor  would  be 
airc  aft  exhaust  emitted  during  takeoffs.  The  modeling  results  indicate  that 
all  0*  :he  pollutant  concentrations  would  be  below  the  applicable  standard  in 
the  immediate  area  surrounding  the  airport  and  have  an  insignificant  effect 
on  the  local  air  quality. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Air  quality  impacts  during  construction  would  occur 
from  (1)  fugitive  dust  emissions  from  ground-disturbing  activities  and 
<2)  combustive  emissions  from  construction  equipment.  The  future  project 
proponent  (e.g.,  redevelopment  authority  or  airport  authority)  would  have 
the  responsibility  of  mitigating  these  impacts.  Twice  a  day  water 
appl  cation  during  ground-disturbing  activities  would  mitigate  fugitive  dust 
emi«3ions  by  at  least  50  percent  lU.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
1985).  Decreasing  the  time  period  during  which  newly  graded  sites  are 
exposed  to  the  elements  would  further  mitigate  fugitive  dust  emissions. 
Combustive  emission  impacts  could  be  mitigated  by  efficient  scheduling  of 
equipment  use,  implementing  a  phased  construction  schedule  to  reduce  the 
number  of  units  operating  simultaneously,  and  performing  regular  vehicle 
engine  maintenance.  Implementation  of  these  measures  would  substantially 
reduce  air  quality  effects  from  construction  activities  associated  with  the 
Proposed  Action.  In  addition,  all  aviation  development  during  the 
construction  phase  would  comply  with  measures  contained  in  the  FAA 
Standards  for  Specifying  Construction  of  Airports  11 990c). 
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Althouoh  the  impacts  caused  by  reuse  emissions  are  minimal  and  well  below 
standards,  potential  operations  mitigation  measures  would  most  likely  focus 
on  some  type  of  land  use  or  transportation  planning  and  management 
measures  to  reduce  motor  vehicle  pollution.  The  purpose  of  the  measures 
would  be  to  reduce  vehicle  miles  traveled,  vehicle  trips,  and  peak  hour 
travel.  These  reductions  would,  therefore,  reduce  both  regional  and 
localized  vehicle-related  emissions  of  NO.,  ROG,  and  PM,,,. 

The  types  of  operational  mitigation  measures  that  could  be  implemented 
include:  (1 )  development  of  an  airport  shuttle  system  to  reduce  personal 
vehicle  use;  (2)  use  of  off-site  parking  and  parking  lot  shuttles  for  long-term 
parking  needs;  (3)  promotion  of  carpools  and  vanpools  by  providing  a  rider 
matching  service,  preferential  parking  and  financial  incentives; 

(4)  improvements  such  as  bicycling  lanes  as  a  mode  of  transportation;  and 

(5)  on-site  location  of  facilities  that  would  reduce  the  need  for  off-site  travel 
(e.g.,  childcare  facilities,  cafeterias,  postal  machines,  automated  tellers, 
etc.). 

4.4.3. 2  General  Aviation  Alternative.  The  primary  difference  between  this 
alternative  and  the  Proposed  Action  is  elimination  of  the  aircraft 
maintenance  and  commuter  air  traffic.  Air  and  vehicular  traffic  associated 
with  the  operation  and  passenger  use  of  the  airfield,  terminal,  and  aviation 
support  areas  would  be  reduced.  Since  these  sources  contributed  a  large 
portion  of  the  Proposed  Action  emissions  inventory,  the  air  quality  impacts 
associated  with  the  operation  of  this  alternative  are  less  than  for  the 
Proposed  Action,  as  described  in  the  discussion  below. 

Table  4.4-10  summarizes  the  results  of  the  emission  calculations  for  the 
General  Aviation  Alternative  for  the  0-,  5-,  1 0-,  and  20-year  increments 
<i.e.,  for  the  years  1993,  1998,  2003,  and  2013,  respectively).  This  table 
also  provides  a  comparison  of  the  magnitude  of  the  reuse-related  emissions 
in  relation  to  the  current  emission  levels. 

Table  4.4-10.  Pollutant  Emissions  Associated  with  the 
General  Aviation  Alternative  (tons/day) 


Preclosure  Emissions 

Inventory  Amount'*’  Base  Reuse'*" 


Pollutant 

County 

Eaker  AFB 

1993 

1998 

2003 

2013 

o 

z 

11.5 

0.47 

0.67 

0.69 

1.24 

1.27 

ROG 

14.2 

2.56 

0.09 

0.49 

0.88 

1.58 

PM,o 

61.8 

0.11 

0.18 

1.98 

3.62 

6.81 

SOj 

1.7 

0.20 

0.02 

0.06 

0.11 

0.19 

CO 

34.4 

2.55 

0.71 

1.69 

2.75 

4.48 

NotM:  (a)  Rafar  to  Tabla  3.4-5. 

(b)  Sae  Appandix  K  for  amisaion  calculations. 
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Tab(a  4.4-10  shows  that  amissions  of  NOj,  ROG,  PM,o,  SOj,  and  CO  are 
small  in  comparison  to  axistinp  amissions  and  would  not  causa  Mississippi 
County  or  tha  local  araa  to  bacoma  in  nonattainmant  of  the  NAAQS  or 
AAQS.  As  with  the  Proposed  Action,  tha  emissions  presently  associated 
with  the  Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  would  occur  at  the  Eaker  AFB  site. 

Construction.  Construction  impacts  from  this  alternative  would  be  greater 
than  under  the  Proposed  Action  primarily  because  of  the  larger  amount  of 
disturbance  which  would  occur  in  the  industrial  and  residential  land  use 
areas.  It  is  estimated  that  a  total  of  789  acres  would  be  disturbed  by 
construction  over  the  20-year  period  of  project  development.  Applying  the 
same  assumptions  as  discussed  previously  in  Section  4.4.3. 1  for  the 
Proposed  Action,  an  average  of  1.7,  0.8,  and  1.5  acres  per  day  would  be 
disturbed  during  the  periods  1993-1998,  1998-2003,  and  2003-2013, 
respectively.  These  levels  of  disturbance  would  release  an  estimated 
94  pounds  per  day  (0.05  ton  per  day),  44  pounds  per  day  (0.02  ton  per 
day),  and  83  pounds  per  day  (0.04  ton  per  day)  of  PM,o,  respectively.  The 
impact  of  these  emissions  would  cause  elevated  concentrations  of 
particulates  at  receptors  close  to  the  construction  areas.  The 
concentrations  would  decrease  rapidly  with  distance  from  the  construction 
areas. 

Combustive  emissions  are  also  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  previously 
discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action  in  Section  4.4.3. 1 .  A  maximum  average 
of  0.26  acre  per  day  would  be  completely  demolished  and  reconstructed  by 
heavy  equipment  in  the  period  1993  to  1998.  Emissions  from  this  level  of 
construction  activity  would  be  120  pounds  (0.06  ton)  per  day  of  ROG, 

447  pounds  (0.23  ton)  per  day  of  CO,  1,295  pounds  (0.65  ton)  per  day  of 
NOj,  100  pounds  (0.05  ton)  per  day  of  PM,,,,  and  31  pounds  (0,03  ton)  per 
day  of  SO 2-  Estimates  of  pollutant  emissions  from  other  time  periods  would 
be  in  proportion  to  the  acreage  being  demolished  and  constructed  per  day, 
i.e.,  0.13  acre  per  day  during  1998-2003  and  0.23  acre  per  day  during 
2003-2013. 

Operations.  Table  4.4-10  summarizes  the  results  of  the  emission 
calculations  associated  with  the  General  Aviation  Alternative  for  the  years 
1993,  1998,  2003,  and  2013.  Estimates  of  aircraft  operation  emissions  are 
based  on  U.S.  EPA  aircraft  emission  factors  provided  as  part  of  the  built-in 
data  base  of  the  EDMS  model  The  EDMS  model  uses  U.S.  EPA  emission 
factors  and  information  on  both  peak  and  annual  operations  (including 
takeoff,  runway  climb  and  approach,  runway  queuing,  taxi-in  and  taxi-out, 
and  idling)  to  produce  an  emissions  inventory  report.  Estimates  for  all  other 
categories  of  emissions  were  calculated  as  described  in  Appendix  K. 

Potential  impacts  to  air  quality  as  a  result  of  air  emissions  from  the 
operations  under  the  General  Aviation  Alternative  were  evaluated  in  terms  of 
two  spatial  scales:  regional  and  local.  The  regional-scale  analysis 
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considarsd  the  potential  for  project  emissions  to  cause  or  contribute  to  a 
nonattainment  condition  in  Mississippi  County.  The  local-scale  analysis 
evaluated  the  potential  impact  to  ambient  air  quality  concentrations  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  base. 

Regional  Scale.  The  evaluation  of  regional-scale  impacts  from  the  General 
Aviation  Alternative  considered  the  effect  any  new  air  emissions  would  have 
on  maintaining  the  air  quality  attainment  status  of  Mississippi  County.  The 
following  paragraphs  summarize  the  results  of  the  regional-scale  impact 
analysis  on  a  pollutant-to-poilutant  basis. 

Ozone.  Mississippi  County  currently  meets  the  NAAQS  and  AAQS  for 
ozone.  It  would  therefore  follow  PSD  requirements  for  major  new  or 
modified  sources.  Since  ozone  is  a  secondary  pollutant  formed  in  the 
atmosphere  and  not  directly  emitted  as  a  pollutant  by  itself,  emissions  of  its 
precursor  pollutants,  NO„  (as  NOj)  and  ROG,  are  examined  instead. 

Table  4.4-10  summarizes  the  results  of  the  NO;  and  ROG  emission 
calculations  for  the  General  Aviation  Alternative  for  0-,  5-,  10-,  and  20-year 
increments  after  closure  (i.e.,  for  the  years  1993,  1998,  2003,  and  2013, 
respectively).  This  table  also  provides  a  comparison  of  the  magnitude  of  the 
reuse-related  emissions  in  relation  to  the  1 987  emission  inventory  amount 
for  Mississippi  County.  The  reuse  emissions  are  much  lower  than  the  1 987 
Mississippi  County  emissions  and  would  have  an  insignificant  effect  on  the 
air  quality  in  Mississippi  County. 

CO.  NO,.  PM,«.  and  SO,.  Mississippi  County  is  in  attainment  of  the  NAAQS 
and  AAQS  for  CO,  NO;,  PM^o,  and  SO;.  It  would  therefore  follow  PSD 
requirements  for  major  new  or  modified  sources.  Table  4.4-10  provides  a 
comparison  of  the  General  Aviation  Alternative  emissions  to  the  Mississippi 
County  emission  levels.  These  results  show  that  emissions  from  the 
General  Aviation  Alternative  are  much  smaller  than  the  Mississippi  County 
emissions  and  the  regional  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  these 
emissions  would  be  negligible. 

Local  Scale.  The  impacts  of  operation  emissions  from  the  General  Aviation 
Alternative  aircraft-related  activities  were  assessed  by  use  of  the  EDMS. 
Peak-hour  scenarios  for  emissions  from  aircraft  operations  were  modeled.  A 
summary  of  the  EDMS  analysis  is  presented  in  Table  4.4-1 1 .  The  results 
show  that  for  a  peak-hour  airport  operation  scenario,  the  maximum  1  -hour 
pollutant  concentration  would  occur  at  a  receptor  located  on  the  property 
line  approximately  2,800  feet  downwind  of  the  southern  end  of  the  runway. 
The  primary  contributing  factor  would  be  aircraft  exhaust  emitted  during 
takeoffs.  The  modeling  results  indicate  that  all  of  the  pollutant 
concentrations  would  be  below  the  applicable  standard  in  the  immediate 
area  surrounding  the  airport  and  would  have  a  negligible  impact  on  the  local 
air  quality. 
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Table  4.4-11.  Air  Qualtty  Mcdaling  Resuitt  for  the  Genera  Aviation  Alternative  (pg/m*) 


Project  Impact'*’ 


Pollutant 

Averaging  Time 

1993 

1998 

2003 

2013 

Background 

Concentration"*' 

Limiting 

Standard 

CO 

8-hour 

134.8 

159,6 

186.4 

227.5 

4,800 

10,000 

1  -hour 

192.6 

228.0 

267.0 

325 

6,000 

40,000 

NOj 

Annual 

0.3 

0.4 

0.5 

0.7 

15 

100 

SO, 

Annual 

0.06 

0.08 

0.10 

0.14 

3.3 

80 

24-hour 

0.2 

0.3 

0.4 

0.5 

34 

131 

3-hour 

0.5 

0.7 

0.9 

1.2 

80 

1,300 

PM,o 

Annual 

0.05 

0.07 

0.08 

0.10 

26.3 

SO 

24-hour 

0.2 

0.3 

0.3 

0.4 

69 

50 

Notes:  (a)  Maximum  impact  in  all  cases  occurred  approximately  2,800  feet  downwind  from  the  southern  end  of  the 

runway. 

(b)  Refer  to  Table  3.4'4. 


Mitigation  Measures.  Mitigation  measures  are  the  same  as  those 
recommended  for  the  Proposed  Action  (Section  4.4.3. 1). 

4.4.3.3  Non-Aviation  Alternative.  This  alternative  eliminates  airfield 
operations  and  converts  the  runway  into  industrial  facilities.  Also,  like  the 
Proposed  Action,  commercial,  institutional,  and  residential  land  use  areas 
would  be  developed,  as  described  in  Section  2.3.2. 

Construction.  Construction  impacts  for  this  alternative  would  be  less  than 
for  the  Proposed  Action  because  of  reduced  disturbance  in  the  aviation 
support,  commercial,  and  public/recreation  areas.  It  is  estimated  that  a  total 
of  345  acres  would  be  disturbed  over  the  20-year  life  of  the  project.  The 
greatest  disturbance  (198  acres)  would  occur  during  the  period  2003-2013. 
Applying  the  same  assumptions  as  discussed  previously  in  Section  4.4.3. 1 
for  the  Proposed  Action,  an  average  of  0.7,  0.5,  and  0.7  acre  per  day  would 
be  disturbed  during  the  periods  1993-1998,  1998-2003,  and  2003-2013, 
respectively.  These  levels  of  disturbance  would  release  an  estimated 
39  pounds  per  day  (0.02  ton  per  day),  28  pounds  per  day  (0.01  ton  per 
day),  and  39  pounds  per  day  (0.02  ton  per  day)  of  PM,o,  respectively.  The 
impact  of  these  emissions  would  cause  elevated  concentrations  of 
particulates  at  receptors  close  to  the  construction  areas.  The 
concentrations  would  fall  off  rapidly  with  distance  from  the  construction 
areas. 

Combustive  emissions  are  also  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  previously 
discussed  for  the  Proposed  Action  in  Section  4.4.3. 1.  A  maximum  average 
of  0.10  acre  per  day  would  be  completely  demolished  and  reconstructed  by 
heavy  equipment  in  the  period  1993  to  1998.  Emissions  from  this  level  of 
construction  activity  would  be  46  pounds  (0.02  ton)  per  day  of  ROG, 

172  pounds  (0.09  ton)  per  day  of  CO,  498  pounds  (0.26  ton)  per  day  of 
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NO2.  38  pounds  (0.02  ton)  per  day  of  PM,(„  and  12  pounds  (0.01  ton)  per 
day  of  SO3.  Estimates  of  pollutant  emissions  from  other  time  periods  would 
be  in  proportion  to  the  acreage  being  demolished  and  constructed  per  day, 
i.e..  0.08  acre  per  day  during  1998-2003  and  0.1 1  acre  per  day  during 
2003-2013. 

Operations.  Table  4.4-12  summarizes  the  results  of  the  emission 
calculations  associated  with  the  Non-Aviation  Alternative  for  the  years 
1 993,  1 998,  2003,  and  201 3.  Estimates  for  all  emissions  were  calculated 
as  described  in  Appendix  K. 


Table  4.4-12.  Pollutant  Emissions  Associated  with  the  Non-Aviation 


Alternative  (tons/day) 


Preclosure  Emissions 
Inventorv  Amount'** 

Base  Reuse'*’ 

Pollutant 

County 

Eaker  AFB 

1993 

1998 

2003 

2013 

NO, 

11.5 

0.47 

0.28 

0.59 

0.08 

1.30 

ROG 

14.2 

2.F6 

0.04 

0.50 

0.90 

1.61 

PM,o 

61.8 

0.1  1 

0.10 

2.11 

3.83 

7.02 

SO, 

1.7 

0.20 

0.01 

0.06 

0.11 

0.19 

CO 

_^4^ 

2.55 

0.13 

1.24 

2.21 

3.91 

Notes:  (s)  Refer  to  Teble  3.4-3. 

lb)  See  Appettdix  K  for  emiesion  catculetione. 


The  evaluation  of  impacts  from  the  Non-Aviation  Alternative  considered  the 
effect  any  new  air  emissions  would  have  on  maintaining  the  air  quality 
attainment  status  of  Mississippi  County.  The  following  paragraphs 
summarize  the  results  of  the  regional-scale  impact  analysis  on  a 
pollutant-by-pollutant  basis. 

Ozone.  Mississippi  County  currently  meets  the  NAAQS  and  AAQS  for 
ozone.  It  would  therefore  follow  PSD  requirements  for  major  new  or 
modified  sources.  Since,  ozone  is  a  secondary  pollutant  formed  in  the 
atmosphere  and  not  directly-emitted  as  a  pollutant  by  itself,  emissions  of  its 
precursor  pollutants,  NO„  (as  NO,)  and  ROG,  are  examined  instead. 

Table  4.4-12  summarizes  the  results  of  the  NO,  and  ROG  emission 
calculations  for  the  Non-Aviation  Alternative  for  0-,  5-,  1 0-,  and  20-year 
increments  after  closure  (i.e.,  for  the  years  1993,  1998,  2003,  and  2013, 
respectively).  This  table  also  provides  a  comparison  of  the  magnitude  of  the 
reuse-related  emissions  in  relation  to  the  1 987  emission  inventory  amount 
for  Mississippi  County.  The  reuse  emissions  are  smaller  than  the  Mississippi 
County  emissions  and  would  produce  an  insignificant  effect  in  the  air  quality 
in  the  county. 
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CO.  NO^.  PM.^,  and  SO,.  Mississippi  County  is  in  attainment  of  the  NAAQS 
and  AAQS  for  CO,  NOj.  PM,^,  and  SOj.  It  would  therefore  follow  PSD 
requirements  for  major  new  or  modified  sources.  Table  4.4-1 2  provides  a 
comparison  of  the  Non-Aviation  Alternative  emissions  to  the  Mississippi 
County  emission  levels.  These  results  show  that  emissions  from  the  Non- 
Aviation  Alternative  are  substantially  lower  than  the  1 987  Mississippi 
County  emissions  and  would  result  in  a  negligible  impact  to  the  regional  air 
quality. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Mitigation  measures  are  the  same  as  those 
recommended  for  the  Proposed  Action  (Section  4.4.3. 1). 

4.4. 3.4  Other  Land  Use  Concepts.  Potential  changes  in  air  quality  resulting 
from  implementation  of  one  or  more  of  the  land  use  concepts  in  conjunction 
with  that  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives  are  described  below. 

McKinney  Act  Housing.  The  housing  areas  would  generate  stationary 
source  air  emissions  associated  with  heating  and  power  requirements  and 
mobile  source  emissions  related  to  resident  and  service  vehicle  traffic. 

These  emissions  are  expected  to  be  minimal  and  would  not  affect  the 
current  attainment  status  of  Mississippi  County. 

Interpretive  Center/Museum.  The  Interpretive  Center/Museum  would 
generate  stationary  source  air  emissions  associated  with  heating  and  power 
requirements  and  mobile  source  emissions  related  to  employee,  visitor,  and 
research  personnel.  These  emissions  are  expected  to  be  minimal  and  would 
not  affect  the  attainment  status  of  Mississippi  County. 

4.4. 3. 5  No-Action  Alternative.  The  No-Action  Alternative  would  have  no 
adverse  impact  on  air  quality.  Air  quality  conditions  at  the  time  of  closure 
would  not  be  adversely  affected  by  continued  maintenance  of  the  base  at 
the  closure  level  of  activity. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Air  quality  mitigation  measures  are  not  required  for 
the  No-Action  Alternative  because  there  are  no  adverse  impacts  associated 
with  this  alternative. 

4.4.4  Noise 

Environmental  impact  analysis  related  to  noise  includes  the  potential  effects 
on  the  local  human  and  animal  populations.  This  analysis  will  estimate  the 
extent  and  magnitude  of  noise  levels  generated  by  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives,  using  the  predictive  models  discussed  below.  The  baseline 
noise  conditions  and  predicted  noise  levels  will  then  be  assessed  with 
respect  to  potential  annoyance,  speech  interference,  sleep  disturbance, 
hearing  loss,  health  and  land-use  impacts.  The  metrics  used  to  evaluate 
noise  are  DNL  and  L^,  which  are  supplemented  occasionally  by  SEL  and  the 
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A-weighted  maximum  sound  level  all  are  measured  in  units  of 
A-weighted  decibels.  See  Appendix  I  for  an  expanded  discussion  of  these 
metrics. 

Methods  used  to  quantify  the  effects  of  noise  such  as  annoyance,  speech 
interference,  sleep  disturbance,  and  health  and  hearing  loss  have  undergone 
extensive  scientific  development  during  the  past  several  decades.  The  most 
reliable  measures  at  present  are  noise-induced  hearing  loss  and  annoyance. 
Extra-auditory  effects  (those  not  directly  related  to  hearing  capability)  are 
also  important,  although  they  are  not  as  well  understood.  The  current 
scientific  consensus  is  that  "evidence  from  available  research  reports  is 
suggestive,  but  it  does  not  provide  definitive  answers  to  the  question  of 
health  effects,  other  than  to  the  auditory  system,  of  long-term  exposure  to 
noise”  (National  Academy  of  Sciences,  1981).  The  effects  of  noise  are 
summarized  within  this  section  and  a  detailed  description  is  provided  in 
Appendix  I. 

Annoyance.  Noise  annoyance  is  defined  by  the  U.S.  EPA  as  any  negative 
subjective  reaction  to  noise  on  the  part  of  an  individual  or  group. 

Table  4.4-13  presents  the  results  of  over  a  dozer,  studies  of  transportation 
modes,  including  airports,  investigating  the  relationship  between  noise  and 
annoyance  levels.  This  relationship  has  been  suggested  by  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  (1977)  and  recently  reevaluated  (Fidell  et  al.,  1989) 
for  use  in  describing  peoples'  reaction  to  semicontinuous  (transportation) 
noise.  These  data  are  shown  to  provide  a  perspective  on  the  level  of 
annoyance  that  might  be  anticipated.  For  example,  1 5  to  25  percent  of 
persons  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  to  70  dB  would  be  highly  annoyed  by  the 
noise  levels. 


Table  4.4-13.  Percentage  of  Population  Highly  Annoyed  by  Noise  Exposure 


DNL  Interval  in  dB 

Percentage  of  Persons 

Highly  Annoyed 

<65 

<15 

65-70 

15-25 

70-75 

25-37 

75-80 

37-52 

Source:  Adapted  from  Netional  Academy  of  Sciences,  1977. 


Speech  Interference.  One  of  the  ways  that  noise  affects  daily  life  is  by 
prevention  or  impairment  of  speech  communication.  In  a  noisy  environment, 
understanding  speech  is  diminished  when  speech  signals  are  masked  by 
intruding  noises.  Reduced  intelligibility  of  speech  may  also  have  other 
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affects;  for  example,  if  the  understaodma  of  speech  is  interrupted, 
performance  may  be  reduced,  annoyance  may  increase,  and  learnmo  may  be 
impaired  Research  suggests  that  aircraft  flyover  noises  that  exceed 
approximately  60  dB  instantaneous  sound  level  interfere  with  speech 
communication  (Bennett  and  Pearsons,  1981,  Crook  and  Langdon,  1974) 
Increasing  the  level  of  the  flyover  noise  maximum  to  80  d0  will  reduce  the 
intelligibility  to  lero.  even  if  the  person  speaks  m  a  loud  voice  This 
interference  lasts  as  long  as  the  event,  which  is  momentary  for  a  hyover 

Sleep  Interference.  The  effects  of  noise  on  sleep  are  of  concern,  primarily  in 
assuring  suitable  residential  environments  The  DNL  incorporates 
consideration  of  sleep  disturbance  by  assigning  a  1 0  dB  penalty  to  nighrnme 
noise  events.  The  SEL  may  be  used  to  supplement  DNL  m  evaluating  steep 
disturbance.  When  evaluating  sleep  disturbance,  studies  have  correlated 
SEL  values  with  the  percent  of  people  awakened  The  relationships 
between  percent  awakened  and  SEL  are  presenied  m  Appendix  I  Most  of 
these  relationships,  however,  do  not  reflect  habituation  and.  therefore, 
would  not  address  long  term  sleep  disturbance  effects  The  SEL  takes  mto 
account  an  event's  sound  intensity,  frequency  content,  and  time  duration  by 
measuring  rhe  total  A-weighted  sound  energy  of  the  event  and  incorporating 
it  into  a  single  number  Unlike  DNL,  which  describes  the  daily  average  noise 
exposure,  SEL  describes  the  normalized  noise  from  a  single  flyover,  called  an 
event. 

Studies  (Lukas,  1975,  Goldstein  and  Lukas,  1980)  show  great  variability  m 
the  percentage  of  people  awakened  by  exposure  to  noise  A  recent  review 
(Pearsons  et  al.,  1989)  of  the  literature  related  to  steep  disturbance, 
including  field  as  well  as  laboratory  studies,  suggests  that  habituation  may 
reduce  the  effect  of  noise  on  sleep  The  authors  point  out  that  the 
relationship  between  noise  exposure  and  sleep  disturbance  is  complex  and 
affected  by  the  interaction  of  many  variables  The  large  differences 
between  the  findings  of  the  laboratory  and  field  studies  make  it  difficult  to 
determine  the  best  relationship  to  use.  The  method  developed  by  Lukas 
would  estimate  seven  times  more  awakening  than  the  field  results  reported 
by  Pearsons. 

Hearing  Loss.  Hearing  loss  is  measured  in  decibels  and  refers  to  a 
permanent  auditory  threshold  shift  of  an  individual's  hearing.  The  U  S  EPA 
(U  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  1974)  has  recommended  a  limiting 
daily  energy  value  of  70  dB  to  protect  against  hearing  impairment  over  a 
period  of  40  years.  This  daily  energy  average  would  translate  into  a  DNL 
value  of  approximately  75  dB  or  greater.  Based  on  U  S  EPA 
recommendations  (U  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  197h).  hearing 
loss  is  net  expected  in  people  exposed  to  75  DNL  or  less.  The  potential  for 
hearing  loss  involves  direct  exposure,  on  a  regular,  continuing  long-term 
basis,  to  levels  above  DNL  75  dB.  The  Federal  Interagency  Committee  on 
Urban  Noise  (U  S.  Department  of  Transportation,  1980)  states  that  hearing 
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loss  du«  to  noise:  (1|  may  begin  to  occur  in  people  exposed  to  long  term 
noise  levels  of  ONL  75  dB  and  above,  (2)  will  not  likely  occur  in  people 
exposed  to  noise  levels  between  ONiL  70  and  75  dB,  and  (31  will  not  occur 
in  people  exposed  to  noise  levels  less  than  ONL  70  dB. 

Heellh.  Research  investigating  the  relationship  between  noise  and  adverse 
extra^auditory  health  effects  have  been  inconclusive.  Alleged  extra-auditory 
health  consequences  of  noise  exposure  which  have  been  studied  include 
birth  defects,  psychological  illness,  cancer,  stroke,  hypertension,  arvd 
cardiac  illnesses.  Although  hypertension  appears  to  be  the  most  biolcH9>caily 
plausible  of  these  consequences,  studies  addressing  this  issue  have  failed  to 
provide  adequate  support.  Studies  that  have  found  negative  consequences 
have  failed  to  be  replicated,  thereby  questioning  the  validity  of  those  studies 
(Frerichs  et  al.,  1980;  Anton-Guirgis  et  al.,  1986).  Studies  that  have 
controlled  for  multiple  factors  have  shown  no,  or  very  weak,  associations 
between  noise  exposure  and  extra-auditory  effects  (Thompson  et  al  .  1989). 
The  current  state  of  technical  knowledge  cannot  support  inference  of  a 
causal  or  consistent  relationship,  nor  a  quantitative  dose-response,  between 
residential  aircraft  noise  exposure  and  health  consequences. 

Animals.  Literature  concerning  the  effects  of  noise  on  animals  is  not  large, 
and  most  of  the  studies  have  focused  on  the  relation  between  dosages  of 
continuous  noise  and  effects  (Belanovskii  and  Omel'yanenko,  1982;  Ames, 
1974).  A  literature  survey  (Kull  and  Fisher,  1986)  found  that  the  literature 
is  inadequate  to  document  long-term  or  subtle  eff0cts  of  noise  on  animals 
No  controlled  study  has  documented  any  serious  accident  or  mortality  on 
livestock  despite  extreme  exposure  to  noise. 

Land  Use  CompatibiiitY.  Estimates  of  total  noise  exposure  resulting  from 
aircraft  operations,  as  expressed  using  DNL,  can  be  interpreted  in  terms  of 
the  compatibility  with  designated  land  uses.  The  Federal  Interagency 
Committee  on  Urban  Noise  developed  land-use  compatibility  guidelines  for 
noise  (U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  1980).  Based  upon  these 
guidelines,  suggested  compatibility  guidelines  for  evaluating  land  uses  in 
aircraft  noise  exposure  areas  were  developed  by  the  FAA  and  are  presented 
in  Section  3.4.4.  The  land  use  compatibility  guidelines  are  based  on 
annoyance  and  hearing  loss  considerations  previously  described.  Part  1 50 
of  the  FAA  regulations  describes  the  procedures,  standards,  and 
methodology  governing  the  development,  submission,  and  review  of  airport 
noise  exposure  maps  and  airport  noise  compatibility  programs.  It  prescribes 
use  of  yearly  DNL  in  the  evaluation  of  airport  noise  environments.  It  also 
identifies  those  land-use  types  that  are  normally  compatible  with  various 
levels  of  exposure.  Compatible  or  incompatible  land  use  is  determined  by 
comparing  the  predicted  DNL  level  at  a  site  with  the  recommended  land 
uses. 
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No»«  Mod^ing.  tn  order  to  define  the  noise  impacts  from  aircraft  takeoff, 
landing,  and  touch-and-go  operations  at  Eaker  AFB,  the  FAA-developed 
Integrated  Noise  Model  (INM)  version  3.9  was  utilized  to  predict  65,  70,  and 
75  DNL  noise  contours  and  SEL  values  for  noise-sensitive  receptors.  The 
FAA-approved  noise  exposure  model  INOISEMAP)  version  6.0  was  used  to 
calculate  noise  levels  associated  with  engine  runup  activity.  Appendix  I 
defines  these  descriptors.  The  contours  were  generated  for  the  Proposed 
Action  and  General  Aviation  Alternative  for  the  closure  baseline  year  (1993) 
and  three  future  year  projections  <5,  10,  and  20  years  after  closure)  These 
contours  were  overlaid  on  a  U.S.  Geological  Survey  map  of  the  base  and 
vicinity.  Input  data  to  INM  3.9  include  information  on  aircraft  types;  runway 
use;  takeoff  and  landing  flight  tracks;  aircraft  altitude,  speeds,  and  engine 
power  settings;  and  number  of  daytime  |7  a  m.  to  10  p.m.)  and  nighnime 
<10  p.m.  to  7  a.m.)  operations. 

Surface  vehicle  traffic-noise  levels  for  roadways  in  the  vicinity  of  Eaker  AFB 
were  analyzed  using  the  Federal  Highway  Administration's  Highway  Noise 
Model  (1978).  This  model  incorporates  vehicle  mix,  traffic  volume 
projections,  day/night  split,  and  speed  to  generate  ONI. 

Major  Assumptions.  Half  of  all  aircraft  operations  were  assumed  to  be 
takeoffs  and  half  landings.  Operations  are  also  presented  in  Appendix  I  in 
detail.  Flight  tracks  (incoming  and  outgoing),  aircraft  operations,  and  mix 
are  included  in  Appendix  I.  Vicinity  flight  tracks  assumed  for  modeling  are 
shown  in  Figure  4.4-1 .  AH  operations  were  assumed  to  follow  standard 
glide  slopes  and  takeoff  profiles  provided  by  the  FAA’s  INM  Database  3.9. 
The  phasing  out  of  Stage  2  aircraft  and  subsequent  replacement  with  Stage 
3  aircraft  by  the  year  2000  are  reflected  in  the  aircraft  operations. 

Major  roads  leading  to  or  around  the  base  were  analyzed.  Traffic  data  used 
to  project  future  noise  levels  were  derived  from  information  gathered  in  the 
traffic  analysis  presented  in  Section  4.2.3.  Traffic  data  used  in  this  analysis 
are  presented  in  Appendix  I. 

4.4  4  1  “roposed  Action.  The  results  of  the  aircraft  noise  modeling  for  the 
Proposed  Action  are  presented  as  noise  contours  in  Figures  4.4-2  through 
4.4-5.  The  contribution  from  runup  noise  is  evident  as  separate  contours  to 
the  west  of  the  center  of  the  runway.  The  DNL  65  dB  noise  contours  are 
contained  within  the  airport  boundary.  The  closure  and  relocation  of  the 
Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  to  Eaker  AFB  would  eliminate  aircraft  noise 
generated  at  that  site. 

Table  4.4-14  presents  the  approximate  number  of  acres  and  estimated 
population  within  each  DNL  range  for  each  of  the  study  years.  Compared  to 
the  preclosure  reference,  this  represents  a  decrease  of  57,429  acres  within 
DNL  65  dB  in  1993,  57,078  acres  in  1998,  57,357  acres  in  2003,  and 
57,261  acres  in  2013.  The  maximum  exposure  is  projected  for  1998,  after 
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EXPLANATION 

Direclion  of  Travof  on  Flight  Path 


Primary  Flight  Tracks  - 
AM  Aviation  Alternatives 


0  1/2  1 


2liW«e 


Figure  4.4-1 
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EXPLANATION 

— . .  ONL  Noise  contours 

(in  5dB  inlenrals) 

— •••>  Base  Boundary 


DNL  Noise  Contours  - 
Proposed  Action 
(1993) 


— I 

0  625  1250  2500  Feet 


Figure  4.4-2 
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EXPLANATION 

— DNL  Noise  contours 
(in  5dB  intervals) 

_  .  .  •  Base  Boundary 


DNL  Noise  Contours 
Proposed  Action 
(1998) 


rLTn 

0  625  t250  2500  Feet 


Figure  4.4-3 


EXPLANATION 

- DNL  Noise  contours 

(in  5dB  intervals) 


~  —  Base  Boundary 


DNL  Noise  Contours 
Proposed  Action 
(2003) 


ru  I 

0  625  1250  2500  Feet 


Figure  4.4<4 
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DNL  Noise  Contours  - 
Proposed  Action 
(2013) 


Figure  4.4-5 


Table  4.4-14.  ONL  Exposure  for  the  Alternative  Reuse  Plans 


Year 

Alternative 

DNL  tdB) 

Acres 

65-70 

Population 

Acres 

70-75 

Population 

Acres 

>75 

Population 

1993 

Proposed  Action 

163 

0 

73 

0 

46 

0 

General  Aviation  Alternative 

11 

0 

6 

0 

5 

0 

1998 

Proposed  Action 

324 

0 

171 

0 

138 

0 

General  Aviation  Alternative 

13 

0 

6 

0 

6 

0 

2003 

Proposed  Action 

212 

0 

89 

0 

53 

0 

General  Aviation  Alternative 

15 

0 

6 

0 

6 

0 

2013 

Proposed  Action 

MU 

127 

0 

75 

0 

General  Aviation  Alternative 

■9 

7 

7 

0 

which  the  FAA-required  conversion  of  Stage  2  to  quieter  Stage  3  aircraft  by 

the  year  2000  would  result  in  reduced  noise  exposure  even  though  numbers 
of  aircraft  operations  would  continue  to  increase. 

The  criteria  that  define  Stage  2  and  Stage  3  aircraft  are  described  in  FA  A 
Part  36  (FAA,  1988c).  Noise  level  limits  are  defined  for  takeoff,  approach, 
and  sideline  measurements.  The  modeled  aircraft  operations  reflect  this 
phaseout  by  replacing  the  Boeing  727  series  *100  and  -200  {Stage  2) 
aircraft  with  the  McDonnell  Douglas  MD-81  (Stage  3).  Based  on  the 
certification  test  results  presented  in  the  FAA  Advisory  Circular  36-1 E  (FAA, 
1988a),  the  MD-81  is  approximately  6  dB  and  10  dB  quieter  than  the 
727-100  and  727-200,  respectively,  in  departures  and  approximately  10  dB 
and  12  dB  quieter  in  approaches. 

No  residences  would  be  exposed  to  noise  levels  of  DNL  65  dB  or  greater. 

No  incompatible  land  uses  were  identified  due  to  aircraft  noise. 

SEL  was  calculated  at  representative  locations  (Figure  4.4-6)  for  the  noisiest 
and  most  common  jet  aircraft;  the  results  are  presented  in  Table  4.4-15. 

The  analysis  suggests  that,  for  the  Proposed  Action,  some  aircraft 
overflights  could  affect  the  sleep  of  some  residents  in  the  area. 

For  the  model  years  1993  and  1998.  the  noisiest  aircraft  would  be  the 
727-200  for  takeoff,  and  the  727-100  for  landings,  with  the  most  common 
aircraft  being  the  MD-81 .  After  Stage  2  phaseout  in  the  year  2000,  the 
MD-81  would  become  the  noisiest  and  most  common  aircraft.  The  noisiest 
aircraft  were  determined  from  as  presented  in  FAA  Advisory  Circular  AC 
36-3F  (FAA,  1990b). 
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EXPLANATION 

Sound  Exposure  Level 

•  SEL  Receptor  location 

(SEL) 

— Base  Boundary 

Receptor  Locations 

Note:  4  SEL  locations  are  not  shown  (one  in  rural  Missouri,  one 

in  rural  Mississippi  County,  one  in  the  town  of  Burdette, 
and  one  in  the  town  of  Luxora). 

Map  Source:  Based  on  U  S  Geological  Survey,  1976 

Figure  4.4-6 

0  1/4  1/2  1  Mile 
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Table  4.4-15.  Sound  Exposure  Levds  at  Representative  Noise  Receptors 


Sound  Expoturo  Lsvol  (dB) 
Aircraft  Typ® 


Community 

Receptor  Location 

727-100 

727-200 

MO-81 

Citation 

Eaker  AFB 

Northeaat  corner  housing 

89 

88 

81 

69 

Eaker  AFB 

Northwest  corner  housing 

85 

84 

76 

64 

Eaker  AFB 

East  center  housing 

86 

84 

79 

67 

Eaker  AFB 

South  canter  housing 

86 

85 

78 

66 

Rural  Misaouri 

Along  flight  track  5  miles  out 

98 

101 

85 

78 

Gosnell 

Houses  along  SH  151/181 

76 

76 

74 

55 

Blythevilla 

Chickasawba  Hospital 

81 

82 

70 

61 

Blythavilla 

Doctors  Hospital 

83 

84 

72 

68 

Blythevilla 

Residential  (Highlactd  &  U.S.  81) 

77 

78 

67 

57 

Blythevilla 

Residential  (Main  &  Franklin) 

75 

75 

64 

60 

Blythe  villa 

Residential  (Walls  &  Clark) 

73 

74 

63 

64 

Blythevilla 

Residential  (21st  &  Stuart) 

89 

90 

78 

79 

Blythevilla 

Residential  (Main  &  1-55) 

67 

68 

56 

52 

Blythevilla 

Residential  (SH  151  &  Main) 

91 

92 

79 

76 

Blythevilla 

Residential  (SH  18  &  Rosa) 

99 

101 

87 

79 

Yarbro 

Canter  of  town 

77 

77 

67 

56 

Ekjrdatta 

Center  of  town 

86 

88 

77 

68 

tuxora 

Center  of  town 

81 

83 

72 

62 

Rural  Mieaisaippi  County 

Houses  under  flight  track 
(SH  181  near  SH  150) 

85 

85 

77 

66 

Rural  Miasiaaippi  County 

Houses  under  flight  track 
(SH  312  near  U.S.  61) 

80 

81 

72 

61 

Surface  traffic  sound  levels  for  several  road  segments  are  presented  in 
Table  4.4-16.  These  levels  are  presented  in  terms  of  DNL  as  a  function  of 
distance  from  the  centerline  of  the  roadways  analyzed.  There  y»ould  be  an 
estimated  37  people  residing  in  houses  that  extend  into  the  region  between 
DNL  65  and  70  due  to  surface  traffic  by  the  year  2013.  However,  the 
outdoor  living  areas  for  these  houses  would  not  be  exposed  to  levels  of 
DNL  65  or  greater. 

Mitigation  Measures.  No  mitigation  measures  would  be  necessary  for 
aircraft  noise,  because  no  incompatible  land  uses  have  been  identified. 

No  mitigation  measures  for  outdoor  receptors  would  be  necessary  for 
surface  traffic.  A  sound  insulation  program  could  be  implemented  to  reduce 
interior  noise  levels  for  sensitive  receptors  exposed  to  DNL  65  or  greater. 

For  future  development,  land  use  planning  should  incorporate  noise 
compatibility  measures  when  establishing  residential  zoning.  Measures  such 
as  restricting  residential  development  to  areas  outside  DNL  65  and 
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Table  4.4>16.  Distance  to  DNL  from  Roadway  Centerline  •  Proposed  Action 


Roadway 

Frofnrto 

DNL  6SdB 

Distance  Ift) 

DNL  70dB 

DNL  75dB 

1993 

U.S.  61 

Highland  to  SH  1 50 

40 

20 

• 

U.S.  61 

CNckasawba  to  Highland 

50 

20 

» 

SH  1S1 

SH  150  to  Main  Gate 

40 

20 

• 

SH  151 

Main  Gate  to  Gosnall  City  Umita  South 

60 

30 

• 

SH  151 

Gosnail  South  to  Pamiacot  Bayou 

70 

40 

30 

SH  151 

Panrtiacot  Bayou  to  SH  18 

80 

40 

30 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  U.S.  61 

30 

• 

• 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  SH  239 

30 

• 

• 

2003 

U.S.  61 

Highland  to  SH  150 

40 

20 

• 

U.S.  61 

CNckaaawba  to  Highland 

60 

30 

20 

SH  181 

SH  1 50  to  Main  Gate 

50 

30 

• 

SH  151 

Main  Gate  to  Gosnall  City  Limits  South 

70 

40 

30 

SH  151 

Gosnall  South  to  Pemiscot  Bayou 

100 

50 

30 

SH  151 

Pemiscot  Bayou  to  SH  18 

100 

50 

30 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  U.S.  61 

40 

30 

« 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  SH  239 

40 

20 

• 

2013 

U.S.  61 

Highland  to  SH  150 

50 

20 

9 

U.S.  61 

Chickasawba  to  Highland 

60 

30 

20 

SH  181 

SH  1 50  to  Main  Gate 

70 

30 

20 

SH  151 

Main  Gate  to  Gosnall  City  Umita  South 

90 

50 

30 

SH  151 

Gosnall  South  to  Pemiscot  Bayou 

140 

70 

40 

SH  151 

Pemiscot  Bayou  to  SH  18 

140 

70 

40 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  U.S.  61 

60 

30 

• 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  SH  239 

50 

20 

• 

*  Contained  witNn  roadway. 


incorporating  barriers  and  buffer  zones  into  community  development  can  be 
used.  The  effectiveness  of  the  operational  and  management  noise 
mitigation  measures  presented  here  cannot  be  completely  determined 
without  extensive  modeling  and/or  noise  measurements. 

4.4.4. 2  General  Aviation  Alternative.  The  results  of  the  aircraft  noise 
modeling  for  the  General  Aviation  Alternative  are  presented  as  noise 
contours  in  Figures  4.4-7  through  4.4-10.  The  DNL  65  dB  noise  contours 
are  contained  within  the  airport  boundary.  The  closure  and  relocation  of  the 
Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  to  Eaker  AFB  would  eliminate  aircraft  noise 
generated  at  that  site. 
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EXPLANATION 

-  DNL  Noise  contours 

(in  5dB  intervals) 


—  •  -  —  Base  Boundary 


DNL  Noise  Contours 
General  Aviation 
Alternative  (1993) 


r^n 

0  625  1250  2500  Feet 


Figure  4.4-7 
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EXPLANATION 

. . -  DNL  Noise  contours 

(in  5dB  Irtteri/ate) 

Base  Boundary 


DNL  Noise  Contours  • 
General  Aviation 
Alternative  (1998) 


run 

0  625  1250  2500  Feet 


Figure  4.4-8 
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EXPLANATION 

.  DNL  Noise  contours 

(in  MB  iniery^) 

•>•••-  B^oBoundary 


o"«5^25o""'2]o0  F«of 


4W 


DNL  Noise  Contours 
General  Aviation 
Alternative  (2003) 


Figure  4.4-9 
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DNL  Noise  Contours  • 
General  Aviation 
Alternative  (2013) 


Figure  4.4-10 


Tabic  4.4-14  praaants  the  approximate  number  of  acres  and  estimated 
population  within  each  ONL  ranpe  for  each  of  study  years.  Compared  to 
the  preciosure  reference,  this  represents  a  decrease  of  57.689  acres  wttfun 
ONL  65  dB  in  1993.  57,686  acres  in  1998,  57.684  acres  m  2003,  arvd 
57,678  acres  in  2013.  The  maximum  exposure  is  pro^ted  for  2013 
There  are  no  Stage  2  aircraft  modeied  in  the  Generai  Aviation  Ahernattve 

No  residences  would  be  exposed  to  norse  levels  of  ONI  65  dB  or  greater 
No  incompatibie  land  uses  ware  identified  due  to  aircraft  noise  Further,  aU 
aviation  operations  would  take  place  during  daytime  (7  a  m.  to  10  pm) 
hours  uftder  this  alternative,  so  ttMre  would  be  rto  sleep  disturbance 

Surface  traffic  sound  levels  for  several  road  segments  are  presented  »n 
Table  4.4-1 7.  These  levels  ere  presented  in  terms  of  WL  as  a  furKtion  of 
distance  from  the  centerline  of  the  roadways  analyzed.  There  would  be  an 
estimated  37  people  residing  in  houses  that  extend  into  the  region  between 
ONL  65  and  70  due  to  surface  traffic  by  the  year  2013.  However,  the 
outdoor  living  areas  for  these  houses  would  not  be  exposed  to  levels  of  DNL 
65  or  greater. 

Mitigetkin  Measures.  Mitigation  measures  would  be  the  seme  es  described 
for  the  Proposed  Action. 

4. 4.4. 3  Non-Avietion  Aftemative.  For  this  alternative,  there  would  be  no 
airport  activity  and,  therefore,  no  aircraft  noise  impacts. 

Surface  traffic  sound  levels  are  presented  by  representative  year  m 
Table  4.4-18.  These  levels  are  presented  in  terms  of  DNL  as  a  function  of 
distarKe  from  the  centerline  of  the  roadways  analyzed.  There  would  be  an 
estimated  8  people  residing  in  houses  that  extend  into  the  region  between 
DNL  65  and  70  due  to  surface  traffic  by  the  year  2013.  However,  the 
outdoor  living  areas  for  these  houses  would  not  be  exposed  to  levels  of  DNL 
65  or  greater. 

For  this  alternative,  the  Small  Arms  Firing  Range  was  assumed  to  be  active. 
Gun  firing  activities  at  the  firing  range  would  produce  noise.  Noise  levels  at 
the  nearest  residence  due  to  the  firing  range  are  estimated  to  be  less  than 
ONL  60  and  would  therefore  result  in  no  incompatible  land  uses.  See 
Appendix  I  for  the  assumptions  and  a  description  of  the  calculation  method 
used. 


MKigation  Measures.  Mitigation  measures  would  be  the  same  as  described 
in  the  Proposed  Action. 
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l9bkt  4.4-17.  Oi»tanc«  to  DML  from  floodwoy  CofttoitirMi  -  Gonoral  Aviation  Altomotivo 


ftoaSwcy 

rrom/to 

Om.  88481 

Piatanea  tH) 

cm  7  0dB 

PNi.  7848 

isea 

U.s.  SI 

HleMand  I«  SH  180 

40 

20 

a 

U.S.  SI 

CMoMaawta  to  H^diivnd 

SO 

20 

a 

SH  1S1 

SH  ISOM  MalnOata 

40 

20 

a 

SH  181 

Main  Cara  ro  GoanaS  Oty  Umita  SowM 

•0 

30 

8 

SH  181 

Qoanaa  South  to  Pamacot  iavou 

70 

40 

30 

SH  181 

Pamlacot  Sayou  to  SH  18 

70 

40 

30 

SH  ia 

SH  181  to  U.S.  81 

30 

8 

a 

SH  IS 

SH  181  to  SH  23S 

30 

8 

a 

2003 

U.S.  81 

HtgMand  to  SH  ISO 

40 

20 

a 

U.S.  81 

Chiekaaawtia  to  MaMand 

$0 

30 

a 

SH  181 

SH  ISOto  Main  Oata 

SO 

20 

a 

SH  181 

Main  Qata  to  OoanaR  Oty  Unvta  South 

80 

30 

a 

SH  181 

CoanoM  South  to  Pomiacot  Bayou 

80 

40 

30 

SH  181 

Pamiaeot  Bayou  to  SH  18 

80 

40 

30 

SH  IS 

SH  181  to  U.S.  81 

40 

e 

a 

SH  IS 

SH  181  to  SH  238 

40 

20 

8 

2013 

U.S.  61 

HigNand  to  SH  ISO 

SO 

20 

e 

U.S.  61 

ChiokaaawOa  to  HigNand 

80 

30 

20 

SH  181 

SH  ISO  to  Main  Goto 

70 

30 

20 

SH  161 

Main  Qata  to  GoanaK  City  Umita  South 

80 

40 

30 

SH  181 

GoanaS  South  to  Pamiaeot  Bayou 

120 

80 

30 

SH  181 

Pamiaeot  Bayou  to  SH  18 

120 

80 

SO 

SH  18 

SH  161  to  U.S.  81 

80 

30 

a 

SH  18 

SH  181  to  SH  238 

40 

20 

• 

*  Containvd  writhin  roadway 

4.4.4.4  Othor  Land  Uc«  Concopts 

McKbmty  Act.  Tho  housing  areas  identified  for  this  proposat  wouid  not  be 
located  within  the  ONL  65  dB  contours  for  the  Proposed  Action  or  any 
altematives.  Based  on  the  available  details  of  this  proposal,  no  noise 
impacts  have  been  identified. 

interpretive  Center/Museum.  The  archaeologicai  areas  identified  for  this 
proposal  would  not  be  located  witiiin  ONL  65  dB  contours  for  the  Proposed 
Action  or  any  alternatives.  Based  on  the  available  details  of  this  proposal, 
no  noise  impacts  have  been  identified. 
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T«bl«  4.4-18.  Dmtanc*  to  ONi  from  ftOMtwsy  *  Non-Aviotion  AHomativ* 


Roadway 

ftomflo 

PHL  65d8 

CXalanca  (tt) 

OMi  70dB 

OHl  75dB 

itaa 

U  S.  ei 

HieMand  to  SH  150 

40 

20 

a 

u.s.  ai 

CtVciiaaawba  to  HmNa<«d 

50 

20 

a 

SH  181 

SH  1  SO  to  Main  Cata 

40 

20 

• 

SH  151 

Main  Oalo  to  Coanafl  Dty  Ijimita  South 

60 

30 

a 

SH  151 

GoanaS  South  to  Pawaacot  Bayou 

80 

40 

30 

SH  151 

Pamacot  Bayou  to  SH  18 

80 

40 

30 

SH  IS 

SH  151  to  U.S.  81 

40 

30 

• 

SH  IS 

SH  151  to  SH  238 

30 

a 

« 

2003 

U.S.  61 

HiflNand  to  SH  150 

40 

20 

U.S  61 

Chickaaawba  to  Hi^and 

50 

30 

• 

SH  181 

SH  1 50  to  Main  Gata 

50 

30 

a 

SH  151 

Main  Gata  to  GoanaX  City  Otrata  South 

70 

40 

30 

SH  151 

CoanaO  South  to  Panaacot  Bayou 

100 

50 

30 

SH  151 

Pamiacot  Bayou  to  SH  IS 

100 

50 

30 

SH  IS 

SH  151  to  U.S.  61 

40 

30 

6 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  SH  239 

40 

20 

6 

2013 

U.S.  61 

Highland  to  SH  ISO 

40 

20 

e 

U.S.  61 

Chickaaawba  to  Highland 

60 

30 

20 

SH  181 

SH  1 50  to  Main  Gala 

60 

30 

20 

SH  151 

Main  Gata  to  GoanaH  City  Unata  South 

90 

40 

30 

SH  151 

Goanali  South  to  Panaacot  Bayou 

140 

70 

40 

SH  151 

Pamiacot  Bayou  to  SH  18 

140 

60 

30 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  U.S,  61 

60 

30 

6 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  SH  239 

50 

20 

* 

*  Contained  within  roadway 


4.4.4.5  No-Action  AJtemativa.  There  would  be  no  airport  activitv  artd 
minimal  surface  traffic  under  the  No-Action  Alternative;  therefore,  there 
would  be  fewer  noise  impacts  than  anticipated  for  the  Proposed  Action  or 
the  other  alternatives. 

Surface  traffic  sound  levels  are  expected  to  decrease  along  all  roads  for 
which  traffic  decreases.  For  SH  151,  which  is  expected  to  have  an  increase 
in  traffic,  the  increase  in  noise  would  be  less  than  2  dB  from  existing  levels. 
No  noise  impacts  are  expected  from  this  increase. 


i 

I 
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4.4.S  Btoiogkai  ftosourcM 


Th«  PropoMd  Action  and  rauaa  attarnativaa  iaxcapt  No-Action)  coukt 
pottntiaNv  affact  b>okH)ica<  raaourcaa  throuob  altaration  or  ioaa  of  vagatabon 
and  wiidtifa  habitat.  Thaaa  impacts  ara  daschbad  batow  for  aach 
aftamativa. 

Assumptions  usad  in  analyzirvg  tha  effacts  of  tha  Proposad  Action  and 
altsmativas  includa: 

•  Alf  stapino  and  othar  areas  disturbed  tamporarity  by  construction 
would  ba  placed  in  piaviously  disturbed  areas  (a.Q.,  paved  or 
cleared  areas),  to  tha  fullest  extent  possible 

•  Proportions  of  disturbance  associated  with  aach  iartd  use 
category  were  determined  based  on  accepted  land  use  ptanning 
concepts.  Oavaiopmant  within  each  parcel  could  occur  at  one 
or  more  locations  anywhere  within  that  category,  unless 
designated  as  vacant  land  on  the  project  maps. 

•  Newly  constructed  parks  and  recreation  areas  would  be 
vegetated  with  lartdscapa  species. 

4.4.6. 1  Proposad  Action.  Development  under  tha  Proposad  Action  could 
have  an  effect  on  biological  resources  primarily  through  loss  of  vegetation 
and  wildlife  habitat,  including  wetlartd  habitat.  The  Proposad  Action  could 
causa  soma  increase  in  collision  of  aircraft  with  birds  and  grour>d  vehicles 
with  animals  over  closure  baseline  conditions.  The  closure  and  r^ocation  of 
tha  Blythaville  Municipal  Airport  would  have  beneficial  effects  to  biological 
resources  in  that  area. 

Vegetation.  Overall,  the  Proposad  Action  would  result  in  a  potential  loss  of 
approximately  479  acres  of  vegetation  by  tha  year  2013.  Except  in  the 
wetlartd  areas,  discussed  in  further  detail  urtder  Sensitive  Habitats,  this 
vegetation  consists  of  low  quality,  non-native  habitat.  Those  losses  would 
result  from  new  construction  and  renovation  of  existing  airfield,  aviation 
support,  industrial,  institutional,  and  commercial  facilities. 

WItRife.  The  effects  on  wildlife  are  related  to  habitat  loss,  construction 
activities,  and  operations. 

Much  of  Eaker  AFB  is  presently  used  for  agriculture  (1,383  acres),  while  the 
remainder  is  urban  or  disturbed  landscape.  Agriculture  and  landscape  areas 
exhibit  low  habitat  value.  Alteration  of  agricuKural  land  to  public/ 
recreational  uses  under  the  Proposed  Action  would  have  little  effect  on 
biological  resources.  The  same  is  true  of  the  development  of  the  other 
previously  disturbed  areas  that  have  low  biological  value. 
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NotM  irHl  activity  ratuitino  from  danrH^tion  and  construction  woukf  hava 
minimai  short-term  affects  on  the  (argar,  mobile  species.  siiKo  species 
intolefant  of  these  disturbarvcas  could  avoid  the  vicinity  of  the  proiect 
Some  mortality  from  earth- moving  equipment  would  occur  among  the 
smaller  mammals  who  would  hide  in  their  burrows  during  construction 
disturbance. 

Long-term  noise  impacts  from  aircraft  would  be  less  than  thosa  experienced 
under  preclosure  conditions.  This  is  largely  due  to  the  use  of  quieter  aircraft 
under  the  Proposed  Action  than  were  previously  used  for  military  aviation 
operations. 

Additional  air  traffic  resulting  from  the  Proposed  Action  would  increase  the 
potential  impact  from  visual  affects  and  for  bird-aircraft  coHisiont.  Eaker 
AFB  presently  has  had  an  average  of  22  bird-aircraft  collisions  per  year  from 
1985  to  1991.  arvf  no  strikes  in  1992;  it  is  assumed  that  as  annual 
operations  increase,  this  number  would  also  irwrease.  impacts  on  common 
bird  species  would  be  negligible.  Potential  effects  on  the  bsid  eagle  are 
described  below  under  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.  The  endangered  bald  eagle  is  the  only 
listed  species  with  potential  of  occurring  in  the  region.  Three  types  of 
impacts  could  be  of  concern  for  this  species;  collisions  resultirvg  from 
increased  air  traffic,  electrocution  or  collisions  with  powertines,  and  effects 
of  habitat  alteration.  The  probability  of  these  impacts  is  remote  due  to  the 
lack  of  available  habitat  or\  base. 

The  increases  in  aviation  flight  activity  would  increase  the  chance  of  bird- 
aircraft  strikes.  However,  the  USFWS  Management  Plan  for  Eaker  AFB, 
Arkansas,  written  in  1 987,  had  a  policy  of  discouraging  birds  from  using  the 
base  to  protect  the  aircraft  from  bird  strikes.  The  plan  specifically 
discourages  eagles  by  eliminating  as  many  perching  sites  as  possible,  i.e., 
“single  trees  or  snags  on  the  airfield... should  be  cut  down  or  removed’.  The 
bald  eagle  is  u  winter  resident  in  the  area  so  its  exposure  to  aircraft  from 
Eaker  AFB  is  limited.  Due  to  the  previous  management  practices  on  the 
base  and  to  the  limited  time  the  raptor  is  exposed  to  the  hazard  of  colliding 
with  an  aircraft,  the  results  are  not  expected  to  threaten  the  continued 
existence  of  the  bald  eagle. 

New  power  lines  associated  with  new  development  could  increase  bald 
eagle  deaths  from  electrocution  or  bird  collision  with  the  wires. 

Constructing  the  poles  with  an  eagle- safe  design  would  minimize 
electrocution  of  bald  eagles.  These  new  power  lines  would  not  present  an 
electrocution  threat  to  this  species.  Although  bird/wire  collisions  could 
increase  because  of  the  increase  in  power  lines  in  the  area,  the  winter 
status  of  the  eagle  gives  it  a  limited  exposure  to  the  hazards  on  Eaker  AFB. 
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TNi  incrMt«d  number  of  power  lines  in  the  area  is  not  expected  to  be  a 
threat  to  eagtea. 

Human  activitv  could  disturb  the  bald  eagles  if  they  utilize  Eaker  AFB.  The 
Proposed  Action  would  result  in  decreased  aircraft  noise,  due  to  quieter 
types  of  aircraft  used.  Disturbances  would  come  from  the  proposed  road 
extensions  through  rural  areas,  construction  noise,  and  irtcreased  vehicular 
traffic.  Although  this  ahemative  may  require  the  removal  of  sonne  trees, 
bald  eagles  are  most  sensitive  to  disturbarKe  when  it  occurs  near  their 
nests,  and  they  do  not  nest  in  this  area.  The  increase  in  human  presence 
should  not  alter  the  bird’s  use  of  the  area,  and  is  not  expected  to  threaten 
the  continued  existence  of  the  species. 

Based  on  the  remote  potential  for  impact  to  the  bald  eagle  as  a  result  of 
reuse,  the  Air  Force  completed  its  Section  7  consultation  with  the  USFWS. 
Concurrence  with  the  Air  Force  findings  was  received  from  USFWS 
(Appendix  L).  if  propeaies  were  conveyed  to  non-federal  artd  private 
parties,  those  parties  would  be  subject  to  the  prohibitinns  listed  in  Section  9 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (16  USC  I  1538)  and  50  CFR  Part  17, 
Subparts  C,  D,  F,  and  G.  For  activities  involving  the  taking  of  thresterMKl  or 
endangered  animal  species,  such  as  the  inadvertent  death  of  the  bald  eagle 
from  aircraft  collisions,  non-federal  and  private  parties  would  be  required  to 
obtain  a  perm't  under  Section  10  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (16  USC 
11539  and  50  CFR  Part  17,  Subparts  C  and  0). 

Sensitive  Habitats.  Development  under  the  Proposed  Action  would  result  in 
a  potential  loss  of  8.5  acres  of  wetlands.  Construction  in  institutional  areas 
would  potentially  affect  2.6  acres  of  wetlands.  Aviation  support  and  airfield 
construction  would  potentially  affect  2.6  acres  and  3.0  acres  of  wetiands, 
respectively.  Bridge  construction  would  result  in  the  potential  loss  of 
0.3  acres  of  wetlands.  However,  the  8.5  acres  potentially  affected  are 
generally  on  base  boundary,  and  lie  in  land  use  areas  that  have  ample  non- 
wetland  acreage  for  construction.  Wetland  areas  at  Eaker  AFB  are  not 
considered  favorable  for  construction.  Therefore,  the  actual  acreage 
disturbed  would  be  less  than  1  acre,  and  would  occur  specifically  where  the 
construction  of  the  three  proposed  bridges  is  planned.  Construction  of 
these  bridges  would  proceed  in  compliance  with  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act 
of  1899  (33  USC  401  et  seq  ). 

Filling  of  wetland  areas  totalling  less  than  1 0  acres  does  not  require  an 
individual  COE  permit,  because  this  activity  is  covered  by  the  existing 
authorization  of  a  nationwide  permit.  Filling  of  a  wetland  between  1  and 
1 0  acres  requires  prior  COE  notification,  whereas  filling  of  a  wetland  under 
1  acre  does  not.  However,  notification  to  the  COE  is  recommended  even  in 
those  cases  where  filling  of  less  than  1  acre  is  anticipated. 
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Mitigation  Maasurat.  Impacts  to  vegetation  and  wildlife  on  Eaker  AFB, 
other  than  those  identified  under  sensitive  habitats,  or  threatened  and 
endangered  species,  require  no  mitigation. 

Bald  eagles  can  be  discouraged  from  visiting  the  airfield  by  eliminating  as 
many  perching  sites  as  possible  including  antiperching  structures  added  to 
the  new  power  poles.  This  would  reduce  the  potential  of  loss  from  bird- 
aircraft  strikes.  New  powerline  poles  associated  with  development  under 
the  Proposed  Action  can  incorporate  an  eagle-safe  design  to  minimij'e 
electrocution  of  bald  eagles.  The  overall  effort  would  dissuade  bald  eagles 
from  using  the  vicinity  of  the  airfield  while  reducing  the  risk  of  electrocution 
of  those  eagles  that  do  venture  on  base.  All  mitigation  specified  by  USFWS 
in  its  biological  opinion  for  this  action  will  be  implemented. 

Disturbance  effects  and  animal  collisions  caused  by  ground  vehicles  could 
be  reduced  by  establishing  programs  that  encourage  public  transportation 
and  nonmotorized  methods  of  transportation.  Bridge  construction  may 
result  in  limited  temporary  disturbance;  however,  long-term  functional  values 
of  wetlands  would  not  be  affected. 

Wetlands  on  base  would  be  protected  in  compliance  with  Executive  Order 
1 1990  and  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  Mitigations  could  include: 
(1|  avoidance  of  direct  and  indirect  disturbance  of  wetlands  through  facility 
design;  (2)  on-site  (if  possible)  replacement  of  any  wetlands  lost  at  a  ratio 
determined  through  consultation  with  the  USFWS  and  COE;  (3)  recreation  or 
wetland  habitat  elsewhere  on  site  or  purchase  and  fencing  of  any  off-site 
replacement  habitat;  and  (4)  monitoring  (until  habitat  becomes  well 
established)  of  any  replacement  wetlands  required  to  determine  the 
effectiveness  of  replacement  and  any  remedial  measures  necessary. 
Avoidance  of  disturbance  could  include  con  rolling  runoff  from  construction 
sites  into  drainages  through  use  of  berms,  silt  curtains,  straw  bales  and 
other  appropriate  techniques.  Equipment  could  be  washed  in  areas  where 
wash  water  could  be  contained  and  treated  or  evaporated,  in  addition, 
bridges  can  be  built  without  intruding  into  the  waterways  or  banks  of  the 
bayou.  Nonintrusive  construction  practices  would  protect  the  riparian 
wetland  zone,  thus,  lessening  the  potential  wetland  impacts  down  to  even 
less  than  0.1  acre  per  bridge. 

Executive  Order  1 1 990,  Section  2(  1 ),  states  that  a  federal  agency,  to  the 
extent  permitted  by  law,  shall  avoid  providing  assistance  for  new 
construction  located  in  wetlands  unless  the  head  of  the  agency  concludes 
that  there  is  no  practicable  alternative  to  such  construction  and  that  the 
proposed  action  includes  all  practicable  measures  to  minimize  harm  to 
wetlands  that  may  result  from  such  use.  In  determining  whether  an 
alternative  is  practicable,  the  agency  may  consider  costs,  existing 
technology,  logistics,  environmental  effects,  and  the  purpose  of  the  project 
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that  causes  the  discharge  of  fill  or  dredged  materiai  into  the  affected 
wetlands. 


4.4.S.2  General  Aviation  Alternative.  Development  under  the  General 
Aviation  Alternative  would  affect  biological  resources  primarily  through  loss 
of  vegetation  and  associated  wildlife  habitat,  including  wetland  habitat. 
Additional  indirect  effects  would  occur  as  described  for  the  Proposed  Action 
and  from  increased  human  population  and  access  to  wetland  areas.  Effects 
to  biological  resources  as  a  result  of  closure  and  relocation  of  the  Biytheville 
Municipal  Airport  would  be  the  same  as  described  in  the  Proposed  Action. 

Vegetation.  New  residential  areas  on  base,  constructed  under  the  General 
Aviation  Alternative,  could  have  negative  effects  on  vegetation,  primarily 
agriculturai.  Overall,  this  alternative  would  result  in  a  potential  loss  of 
approximately  779  acres  of  vegetation  by  the  year  2013.  Except  in  wetland 
areas  discussed  below,  this  vegetation  consists  of  low  quality  habitat. 

WMdlHe.  The  effects  on  wildlife  are  related  to  habitat  loss,  construction 
activities,  and  operations. 

Since  much  of  Eaker  AFB  is  already  disturbed  in  some  way  (agricultural  land, 
urban/landscaped  areas),  the  effects  on  habitat  will  be  minima). 

Noise  and  activity  resulting  from  demolition  and  construction  would  have 
minimal  short-term  effects  on  mobile  species  since  those  intolerant  of  the 
disturbances  could  avoid  the  vicinity  of  the  project.  Increased  aircraft 
operations  under  the  General  Aviation  Alternative  would  result  in  less  noise 
effects  on  wildlife  than  preclosure  conditions;  however,  bird  aircraft  strikes 
would  increase  as  a  result  of  increased  operations. 

Potential  adverse  impacts  to  wildlife  associated  with  residential  development 
include  predation  by  domestic  dogs  and  cats,  handling  by  humans, 
construction  activity  and  additional  disturbance  or  mortality  caused  by 
increased  vehicle  use. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.  Impacts  to  federal  and  state-listed 
species  that  are  potentially  present  in  the  vicinity  of  Eaker  AFB  and  that  may 
be  adversely  affected  by  this  alternative  are  the  same  as  those  described 
under  the  Proposed  Action. 

Sensitive  Habitats.  Under  this  alternative,  17.3  acres  of  wetlands  could 
potentially  be  lost  as  a  result  of  construction.  Industrial  construction  could 
impact  2.6  acres,  while  aviation  support  could  affect  2.6  acres  of  drainage 
wetlands.  Bridge  construction  would  potentially  impact  0.2  acres  of 
wetlands.  Residential  construction  could  impact  12.1  acres  of  wetlands. 
However,  the  17.3  acres  potentially  affected  are  on  the  base  boundary  and 
lie  in  land  use  areas  that  have  ample  non-wetland  acreage  for  construction. 
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Wetland  areas  at  Eaker  AFB  are  not  considered  favorable  for  construction. 
Therefore,  the  actual  acreage  disturbed  would  be  less  than  1  acre,  and 
would  occur  specifically  where  the  construction  of  the  two  proposed  bridges 
is  planned.  Construction  of  these  bridges  would  proceed  in  compliance  with 
the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  of  1899  133  USC  401  et  seq.}.  Potential 
indirect  adverse  impacts  to  wetlands  include  sedimentation,  increased 
runoff,  pollutants,  and  increased  human  access. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Measures  to  offset  adverse  impacts  would  be  as 
described  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

4.4.5.3  Non-Aviation  Alternative.  Development  under  the  Non-Aviation 
Alternative  would  affect  biological  resources  primarily  through  increased 
human  presence,  construction,  and  loss  of  vegetation  and  associated 
wildlife  habitat. 

Vegetation.  Construction  associated  with  the  institutional  land  use  under 
this  alternative  could  potentially  have  adverse  impacts  on  vegetation.  Since 
most  of  the  construction  on  base  under  the  Non-Aviation  Alternative  would 
involve  previously  disturbed  areas,  the  effects  would  be  minimal.  Overall 
this  alternative  would  result  in  a  potential  loss  of  339  acres  of  vegetation  by 
the  year  2013.  Except  in  wetland  areas,  discussed  below,  this  vegetation  is 
of  low  biological  value. 

WMdiife.  The  effects  on  wildlife  under  this  alternative  are  related  to  habitat 
loss,  construction  activities,  and  operations.  Since  much  of  the  wildlife 
habitat  at  Eaker  AFB  is  already  disturbed  in  some  way  (agricultural  land, 
urban/landscaped),  the  effects  on  wildlife  would  be  minimal. 

Noise  and  activity  related  to  construction  and  demolition  would  have  short¬ 
term  effects  on  mobile  species  (i.e.,  temporary  displacement  of  species 
intolerant  of  those  activities),  but  impacts  on  their  populations  would  be 
minimal.  Aircraft  operations  would  cease  under  this  alternative,  which 
would  eliminate  bird-aircraft  collisions. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.  The  bald  eagle  is  potentially  present  in 
the  vicinity  of  Eaker  AFB  and  may  be  adversely  affected  by  this  alternative. 
Bird-aircraft  collisions  would  no  longer  be  a  concern  for  the  bald  eagle,  but 
habitat  loss  would  occur  through  construction  disturbance  and  further 
introduction  of  non-native  vegetation.  Since  bird  use  of  the  base  no  longer 
needs  to  be  discouraged,  the  increase  in  raptor  perches  from  the  new  power 
lines  may  enhance  the  habitat  on  the  base  for  the  bald  eagle. 

Sensitive  Habitats.  A  total  of  2.0  acres  of  wetlands  could  potentially  be  lost 
as  a  result  of  land  use  alteration.  Institutional  land  use  area  construction 
would  account  for  1 .9  acres  of  potential  wetlands  loss.  Bridge  construction 
across  wetland  areas  would  potentially  affect  C  ^cres.  However,  the 
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2  acru  potentially  affected  are  on  the  base  boundary,  and  lie  in  land  use 
areas  that  have  ample  non- wetland  acreage  for  construction.  Wetland  areas 
at  Eaker  AFB  are  not  considered  fb^/orable  for  construction.  Therefore,  the 
actual  acreage  disturbed  would  be  less  than  1  acre,  and  would  occur 
specifically  where  the  construction  of  the  proposed  bridge  is  planned.  The 
construction  of  the  proposed  bridge  would  be  planned  in  compliance  with 
the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  of  1899  (33  USC  401  et  seq.).  Potential 
indirect  adverse  impacts  to  wetlands  include  sedimentation,  increased 
runoff,  and  pollutants. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Measures  to  offset  adverse  impacts  (including 
communication  '.vith  COE  and  USFWS)  would  be  as  describeH  for  the 
Proposed  Action.  Raptors  would  no  longer  need  to  be  discouraged  from  the 

base. 

4.4.5.4  Other  Land  Use  Concepts.  Federal  transfers  and  independent  land 
use  concepts  have  been  identified  which  may  take  place  in  addition  to  one 
of  the  integrated  reuse  alternatives. 

McKinney  Act  Proposal.  Since  this  concept  would  use  existing  buildings 
and  result  in  few  modifications,  effects  on  biological  resources  would  remain 
unchanged. 

Interpretive  Center/Museum.  Construction  of  a  museum  and  interpretive 
center  would  have  a  minor  effect  on  biological  resources  since  much  of  the 
land  contained  within  this  reuse  option  has  been  used  for  agriculture  or  is 
maintained  grassland.  Succession  of  natural  vec^taticn  would  have  a 
positive  effect  on  wildlife  and  habitat.  Local  populations  of  native  species 
would  increase  within  the  area  described  by  this  proposal. 

4.4.5.5  No-Action  Alternative.  Maintenance  of  the  base  under  *he  OL 
would  have  minimal  adverse  effects  on  biological  resources.  A  reduction  in 
human  activity  and  a  cessation  of  aircraft  flights  would  reduce  disturbance 
(particularly  by  noise  and  bird-aircraft  strikes)  to  wildlife  on  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  base.  Habitat  quality  for  wildlife  could  improve  if  mowing  of 
nonlandscaped  areas  was  terminated,  thereby  allowing  vegetation  to  grow 
to  its  natural  height.  This  would  allow  populations  of  wildlife  spucies  to 
increase,  and  would  have  an  overall  positive  effect  on  biological  resources  at 
Eaker  AFB. 

4.4.6  CulhJral  Resources 

Potential  impacts  were  assessed  by  (1)  identifying  types  and  possible 
locations  of  reuse  activities  that  could  directly  or  indirectly  affect  cultural 
resources,  and  (2)  identifying  the  nature  and  potential  significance  of 
cultural  resources  in  potentially  affected  areas.  Pursuant  to  the  NHPA, 
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consultation,  as  clkractsd  by  tfm  Saction  1 0€  p# ocass.  na$  t3*mn 

iniiiatjd  with  ih«  Arkansas  SHPO 

Histone  proparttas.  under  36  CFR  Part  800.  art  dafinad  as  *any  pratwsioric 
Of  historic  district,  site.  buiWmo,  structure,  or  ob^t  iiKludad  «n.  or 
fof  inclusion  in,  the  NRHP  This  term  meturtos.  tor  tfm  pi^posas  of  these 
reQuIationa,  artifacts,  records,  and  remsirvs  that  are  reiatsd  to  and  located 
within  such  proparttas  Tha  term  'ettpitjSe  for  tm:fuston  in  the  National 
Register*  includes  both  propaams  formaWy  deiermifUMj  as  si«:h  by  the 
Sacretarv  of  the  Interior  and  all  other  ptckmkihis  that  meat  National  Rapisier 
listinp  Cfitena  *  Tharefora.  sites  not  yet  evaluated  are  considered  potiNttiatty 
eligible  to  the  NRHP  and.  as  such,  sre  afforded  the  same  regutatixv 
conaideration  as  nominated  historic  proparues 

As  a  federal  agency,  the  Air  Force  is  responsibie  for  ideni»ty*ng  any  historic 
properties  St  Faker  AF8  This  identificaiion  process  irKkidet  rH3t  on^y  f  eki 
surveys  and  recording  of  cultural  resourcas,  but  also  avaiuations  to  deva*^ 
determinations  of  significance  m  terms  of  NRHP  entens  INRHP  critaria  end 
related  qualities  of  significance  are  discussed  m  Appendix  E.  Methods  of 
Analysis.)  Completion  of  this  process  results  m  s  Ustmg  of  historic 
propenies  subject  to  federal  regulations  regarding  the  treatment  of  cultural 
reaources. 

Twenty-two  archaeological  sitas  haw#  been  identified  on  Eaker  AF8  (laffarry 
and  Cande,  1989,  Cande  and  lafferty.  1991.  and  The  Earth  Ttchn<^ogy 
Corporation,  1992).  One  sits.  3MS105.  has  been  determined  eiigibfe  for  the 
NRHP.  A  second  site,  3MS547,  has  been  evaluated  as  rK)t  et»o*bks  for 
inclusion.  The  Arkansas  SHPO  has  corKurred  with  the  Aw  Fo'ce 
determinations  of  eligibility  for  both  sites  This  analysis  has  been  performed 
using  the  inventory  of  known  sites  within  Eaker  AFB  The  Aw  Force  has 
begun  the  evaluation  of  the  remaining  20  sites  to  determine  eiigibtlity 

4.4.6. 1  Proposed  Action.  Under  the  Proposed  Action,  a  number  of 
potential  reuse  activities  could  impact  archaeological  sites  considered 
potentially  eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP,  Types  of  impacts  that  could 
affect  these  resources  can  be  broadly  categorized  as  those  resulting  from 
the  disposal  or  conveyance  of  the  property  and  those  associated  with 
ground  disturbance  activities. 

Regulations  for  implementing  Section  1 06  of  the  NHPA  indicate  the*  the 
conveyance  of  historic  property  without  adequate  measures  to  ensure 
preservation  is  proceduratty  considered  to  be  an  adverse  impact,  thereby 
ensuring  full  regulatory  consideration  in  federal  project  planning  and 
execution.  All  confirmed  and  potential  historic  properties  on  base  could  be 
impacted  by  conveyance. 
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Ground  disturbartco,  by  m««n«  of  consuucbon>a»sociai*d  •cuvtuos  and/or 
farming  prM;ticaa  U  e..  chiaai  plowing,  tarractrig.  (and  (avabng  and  tiMingt 
which  intruda  upon  historic  propartias  ara  considarad  advarsa  affacts.  Snas 
that  could  ba  affactad  by  proposad  land  usas  rasutting  m  ground  disturbanca 
ara  praaantad  in  Tabla  4.4-1 9.  This  labia  ^mttfias  tha  proposad  (aiKl  usa. 
tha  vchaaoiogical  sitas  within  tha  parcal,  thair  raspacbva  acraagas  and  tha 
typa(s)  of  import  that  would  rasuft  from  rauas. 


Tabia  4.4-19.  Ar^iaadogicai  SItaa  SuNact  to  Impact  •  PrtHXMMKi  Actkm 


Land  Use  Zone 

Archaeological  Sites 

Site  Acreage 
(within  land  use) 

Impacts 

Airfield 

•3MS524.  3MS525,  3MS547. 
3MS548.  ‘SMSSSO,  *3MS551, 
3MS5S9 

21.6 

No  Impact 

Aviation  support 

None 

N/A 

N/A 

Indusb^iat 

•3MS524,  3MS560,  ‘SMSSSl, 
•3MS557 

13.9 

Construction  and 
associated  activities 

InstittJtiortal 

(education) 

None 

N/A 

N/A 

Commercial 

None 

N/A 

N/A 

Residential 

None 

N/A 

N/A 

Public/recreation 

•3MS195,  3MS531,  3MS558. 
3MS552,  Survey  1-#1 

6.0 

Construction  and 
associated  activities 

Archaeological/ 
open  space 

•3MS524,  3MS105.  3MS549, 
•3MS550,  3MS553,  3MS554, 
3MS555,  3MS556,  •3MS557, 
3MS561 

194.4 

Construction  and 
associated  activities 

Agriculture 

3MS526,  •3MS557 

4.9 

Farming  Practices 

Sit«  Km  within  mer«  than  ona  land  um  parcal. 


Within  tha  industrial  land  use  zone,  all  or  poaions  of  four  sites,  with  a  total 
of  14  acres  within  the  parcel,  could  be  impacted.  Seventeen  percent  of  this 
area  is  expected  to  be  subject  to  ground-disturbing  activities.  Five  sites  also 
lie  wholly  or  partially  within  the  public/recreation  land  use  zone,  constituting 
a  total  area  of  6  acres  within  that  parcel.  Approximately  22  percent  of  the 
public/recreation  area  is  expected  to  be  subject  to  ground  disturbartce. 
AKhough  the  archaeological/open  space  zone  contains  ten  sites,  with  a  total 
acreage  of  1 94  acres  within  the  parcel,  only  1 7  of  the  332  acres  in  this  land 
use  zone  are  expected  to  be  disturbed.  Finally,  the  two  sites  in  the 
proposed  agricultural  land  use  zone  total  5  acres.  Virtually  all  of  this  area 
could  be  subject  to  impact,  and  avoidance  would  be  impractical  if  not 
impossible  to  ensure. 
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Proi>*rtY  within  the  base  bounderie*  is  of  concern  to  Native  Americans, 
most  notably  the  Quapaw  Tribe.  Human  remains  are  kfK>wn  to  exist  <at  site 
3MS105)  or  expected  to  occur  (at  other  prehistoric  sitesl  throughout  the 
historic  properties  identified  on  base.  Consultation  has  been  ongoing  with 
the  Quapaw  since  the  investigation  of  site  3MS105.  Human  remains 
uncovered  during  subsurface  testing  were  reburied  on  site  pursuant  to 
federal  and  state  law.  Coordination  has  been  continued  in  light  of  the 
disposal  of  the  base,  and  will  be  maintairred  through  each  phase  of  the 
investigation. 

Because  there  are  no  paleontological  resources  on  base,  reuse  alternatives 
will  not  cause  any  impacts. 

MHigaiion  Measures.  General  procedures  can  reduce  or  eliminate  the 
impacts  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.  Properties  may  be  conveyed 
to  non-federal  owners  with  preservation  covenants  to  ensure  that  future 
owrters  will  abide  by  cultural  resource  management  procedures  dictated  by 
the  NHPA,  or  their  equivalent  as  approved  by  the  SHPO  arul  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation.  Impacts  due  to  conveyance  can  thus  be 
reduced  to  a  non-adverse  level. 

Potential  impacts  resulting  from  construction  and  associated  activities  may 
be  mitigated  by  avoidance  of  historic  properties  through  project  redesign.  If 
avoidance  is  not  feasible,  the  value  of  the  cultural  resource  may  be 
preserved  through  techniques  such  as  data  recovery  or  documentation,  as 
set  forth  in  a  treatment  or  management  plan. 

Potential  impacts  resulting  from  farming  practices  may  be  mitigated  by 
restricting  agricultural  activities  to  production  of  hay  or  other  crops  which 
require  a  limited  plow  depth  and  thus  minimize  damage  to  intact 
archaeological  deposits,  if  such  restrictions  are  not  feasible,  preserving  the 
value  of  the  site  through  techniques  such  as  data  recovery  or 
documentation  may  be  pursued. 

In  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  NHPA  and  its  implementing 
regulations,  the  agency  or  reuse  proponent,  as  appropriate,  would  consult 
with  the  SHPO  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  during  the 
development  and  implementation  of  specific  procedures  and  mitigation 
strategies.  Mitigation  proposed  would  comply  with  the  appropriate 
standards  and  guidelines  established  for  historic  preservation  activities  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  other  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations, 
as  applicable. 

An  agreement  document  may  be  prepared  to  establish  the  acceptable 
mitigation  measures.  A  Memorandum  of  Agreement  or  Programmatic 
Agreement  must  be  coordinated  with,  at  a  minimum,  the  SHPO,  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  and  the  Air  Force. 
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4.4.9.2  Q«n«ral  Aviation  Attamctivv.  This  sitornativa  is  sirniiar  to  tha 
Propoaad  Action  in  ragard  to  potantiai  rausa  activitias.  Tha  Ganarai  Aviation 
AHamativt.  howavar,  has  a  highar  parcant  of  archaaotogicai  sitas  within 
•gricultursi  land  use  rathar  dtan  within  archaaoiogical/opan  spaca.  Tha 
discussion  raiatad  to  convayanca  impacts  and  ground  disturbing  impacts 
prasantad  in  Saction  4.4.6. 1  is  squally  appropriata  for  this  altarnativa. 

Sitas  ^at  could  ba  affactad  by  tha  Ganarai  Aviation  Altarnativa's  proposad 
land  usas  ara  provided  in  Table  4.4-20. 


Tt^a  4.4*20.  Archaaofogtcal  Sitas  Subjact  to  impact  -  Ganarai  Aviatkin  AKamativa 


Site  Acreage 

Land  Usa  Zona  Archaaotogicai  Shas  (within  land  use)  impacts 


Airfield 

•3MS524,  *3MS525. 

*3MS552 

27.6 

No  Impact 

Aviation  support 

None 

N/A 

N/A 

Industrial 

•3MS195,  'SMSfiSZ, 

*3MSS25 

4.9 

Construction  and 
associated  activities 

Institutional 

(education) 

None 

N/A 

N/A 

Commercial 

None 

N/A 

N/A 

Residential 

3MS526,  3MS531,  3MS558 

5.6 

Construction  and 
associated  activibes 

Public/recreation 

3MS547,  3MS556,  3MS557, 
•3MS550,  Survey  1  -  #1 

9.7 

Construction  and 
associated  activities 

Archaeological/ 
open  space 

•3MS524.  3MS105 

102 

Construction  and 
associated  acbvities 

Agriculture 

3MS548,  3MS549. 

•3MS550,  3MS551, 

3MS553,  3MS554,  3MS555. 
3MS559,  3MS560,  3MS561 

92 

Farming  Practices 

Sit*  H**  within  mor*  than  on*  land  u**  parc*l. 


The  industrial  land  use  zone  contains  portions  of  two  sites,  with  a  total  of 
5  acres.  Forty-one  parcant  of  tha  503-acre  industrial  land  use  is  expected 
to  ba  subject  to  ground-disturbing  activities.  Three  sites  are  located  entirely 
within  tha  S17-scre  residential  land  use,  totaling  6  acres  within  that  parcel. 
Approximately  68  parcant  of  the  residential  area  is  expected  to  be  subject  to 
ground  disturbance.  Within  the  public/recreatior'  land  use  zone  there  ara 
four  sitas  and  a  portion  of  a  fifth  consisting  of  a  total  of  10  acres.  Over  22 
percent  of  this  624-acre  area  is  expected  to  be  subject  to  ground 
disturbance.  One  site  and  a  portion  of  the  second,  totaling  102  acres,  are 
located  within  the  archaeological/open  space  land  use  zone.  Only  17  of  the 
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332  acr««  in  this  land  use  zone  are  expected  to  be  disturbed.  Finaity.  the 
proposed  agricultural  land  use  zone  contains  all  of  nine  sites  and  a  portion  of 
a  tenth,  totaling  92  acres.  Virtually  all  of  this  area  could  be  sub^t  to 
impact,  and  avoidance  would  be  impractical,  if  not  impossible  to  ensure. 

The  discussion  relating  to  Native  American  concerns  for  the  Proposed  Action 
is  equally  appropriate  for  this  ahemative. 

Mitigation  Measures.  Appropriate  mitigation  measures  are  the  same  as 
those  outlined  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

4.4.6.3  Non-Aviation  Ahemative.  The  types  of  land  use  related  impacts 
that  could  occur  are  similar  to  those  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  General 
Aviation  Alternative,  but  with  an  even  greater  emphasis  on  agriculture.  The 
discussion  related  to  conveyance  impacts  and  ground  disturbing  impacts 
presented  in  Section  4.4.6. 1  is  equally  appropriate  for  this  alternative. 

Sites  affected  by  the  Non- Aviation  Alternative's  proposed  land  uses  are 
provided  in  Table  4.4-21 . 


TaUa  4.4-21 .  Archaaologicai  Sites  Subject  to  Impact  •  Non-Aviation  Alternative 


Land  Use  Zone 

Archaeological  Sites 

Site  Acreage 
(within  land  use) 

Impacts 

Industrial 

♦3MS550  and  ’SMSSei. 
3MS551 

4.8 

Construction  and 
associated  activities 

institutional 

(education) 

•3MS195 

3.7 

Construction  and 
associated  activities 

Commercial 

None 

N/A 

N/A 

Residential 

Norte 

N/A 

N/A 

Public/recreation 

3MS547  and  Survey  1  -  #1 

0.8 

Construction  and 
associated  activities 

Archaeological/ 
open  space 

3MS524  and  3MS105 

127 

Construction  and 
associated  activities 

Agriculture 

3MS525,  3MS526,  3MS531, 
3MS548,  3MS549, 

•3MS550,  ‘SMSSSI. 

3MS552,  3MS553,  3MS554, 
3MS555,  3MS556,  3MS557, 
3MS558,  3MS559,  3MS560, 
and  3MS561 

104.1 

Farming  Practices 

Sit*  Km  withirt  mor*  than  on*  land  u*a  parcel. 


Within  the  industrial  land  use  zone  are  portions  of  two  sites,  with  a  total  of 
5  acres.  Fifteen  percent  of  the  799-acre  industrial  land  use  is  expected  to 
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be  Bubiect  to  ground-disturbing  activities.  Within  the  98-acre  institutional 
(education)  land  use.  there  is  one-half  of  one  site,  totaling  4  acres  within 
that  parcel.  Approximately  89  percent  of  the  institutional  (education)  area  is 
expectmf  to  be  subject  to  ground  disturbance.  Two  sites,  totaling  less  than 
1  acre,  are  within  the  410-acra  public/recreation  land  use  zone.  Seven 
percent  of  this  area  is  expected  to  be  subject  to  grournl  disturbarKe. 

Finally,  the  proposed  agricultural  land  use  zone  ertcompasses  alt  of  1 5  sites 
and  portions  of  2  sites,  totalling  104  acres.  Virtually  all  of  this  area  could 
be  subject  to  impact,  and  avoidance  would  be  impractical,  if  not  impossible 
to  ensure. 

The  discussion  relating  to  Native  American  corKems  and  paleontological 
resources  for  the  Proposed  Action  are  equally  appropriate  for  this 
alternative. 

MHigstion  Measures.  Appropriate  mitigation  measures  are  the  same  as 
diose  outlined  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

4.4.6.4  Other  Land  Use  Concepts 

McKirtney  Act.  There  would  be  no  impact  on  cultural  resources  resulting 
from  implementation  of  the  McKinney  Act,  because  this  proposal  addresses 
reuse  of  the  existing  residential  areas.  There  are  no  historic  properties 
located  in  existing  residential  areas. 

Interpretive  Center/Museum.  This  land  use  concept  proposes  an  interpretive 
center/museum  to  be  established  in  an  existing  building,  in  addition,  three 
parcels  containing  nine  sites  and  one-half  of  a  tenth  site  have  been 
designated  as  archaeological/open  space.  These  parcels  and  sites  will  be 
incorporated  into  the  interpretive  center/museum  management  plan  and  thus 
preserved.  The  archaeological  sites  include  a  total  area  of  1 94  acres; 
however,  it  is  anticipated  that  only  5  percent,  or  approximately  1 7  acres,  of 
this  332'8cre  area  would  be  disturbed  under  this  proposal.  Additional 
existing  facilities,  possibly  with  the  base  weapons  storage  area,  may  be 
used  as  a  state- wide  curation  facility. 

The  proposed  center  could  be  transferred  to  another  federal  agency  and, 
thus,  there  would  be  no  adverse  impacts  to  the  sites.  Historic  properties 
would  then  be  subject  to  the  same  considerations  under  the  NHPA  as 
existed  when  the  base  was  owned  by  the  Air  Force. 

If  dte  land  is  conveyed  to  a  non-federal  entity  (state,  local,  or  private) 
preservation  covenants  could  be  placed  on  the  disposal  document.  As 
described  in  Section  4.4.6. 1,  these  restrictions  would  reduce  the  Impact 
associated  with  conveyance  to  a  non-adverse  level.  Any  minor  development 
within  the  designated  parcels  which  could  impact  historic  properties  would, 
therefore,  fall  under  the  requirements  of  Section  1 06  of  the  NHPA. 
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4.4.6.6  NO'ActkMi  Ahtmattv*.  Thara  would  b«  no  affact  on  culturai 
raaourcM  raauitina  from  implamantation  of  iha  No*  Action  Altarnativa 
bacauM  tha  Eakar  AFB  proparty  would  ramain  undar  fadarai  iuriadlctic^. 
Howavar,  tha  OL  should  continua  to  ansure  adequata  sacurity  to  discouraga 
illao^l  tooting  of  tha  archaaologicai  sites,  and  thus  inadvertent  vitiation  of 
dta  Archaaologicai  Resources  Protection  Act. 
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CHAPTER  5 

CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


5.0  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


The  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  and  private  agencies/organizations  that  were  contacted 
during  the  course  of  preparing  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement  are  listed  below. 

FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (Region  VI) 

National  Solid  Waste  Management  Association 
United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

United  States  Department  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service 

United  States  Bureau  of  Mines 

United  States  Department  of  Education 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior,  National  Park  Service 

United  States  Department  of  Justice,  Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons 

United  States  Department  of  Transportation 

United  States  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs 

United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

United  States  Postal  Service 

STATE  AGENCIES 

Arkansas  Department  of  Aeronautics 
Arkansas  Department  of  Pollution  Control  and  Ecology 
Arkansas  Game  and  Fish  Commission 
Arkansas  Industrial  Development  Commission 

Missouri  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Environmental  Quality.  Air  Pollution 
Control  Programs 

State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation 


LOCAL/REGiONAL  AGENCIES 
City  of  Blytheville 
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PRIVATE  ORGANIZATIONa  AND  INDIVIDUALS 


Air  Transport  Association 

Aircraft  Owners  and  Pilots  Association 

British  Aerospace,  Incorporated 

Federal  Express  Corporation 

Kennett  Memorial  Airport,  Kannett,  Missouri 

National  Business  Aircraft  Association 

Steele  Municipal  Airport,  Steele,  Missouri 
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CHAPTER  6 
LIST  OF  PREPARERS 
AND  CONTRIBUTORS 


6.0  LIST  OF  PREPARERS  AND  CONTRIBUTORS 


Terry  Armstrong,  Lieutenant  Colonel,  U.S.  Air  Force,  Branch  Chief,  AFCEE-ESEM 

B.S.,  1971,  Construction  Engineering  Technology,  Memphis  State  University 
M.S.,  1979,  Technical  Education,  Memphis  State  University 

Education  with  industry.  Civil  Engineering  &  Construction,  1 980,  Air  Force  Institute  of 
Technology,  Wright-Patterson  AFB,  Ohio 
Years  of  Experience:  27 

W.  David  Ahiborn,  Project  Environmental  Professional,  The  Earth  Technology  Corporation 
B.A.,  1980,  Geography,  California  State  University,  San  Bernardino 
Years  of  Experience;  10 

Raul  Alonzo,  Environmental  Specialist,  The  Earth  Technology  Corporation 

A.  A.,  1980,  Graphic  Arts,  Santa  Ana  Community  College,  Santa  Ana,  California 
Years  of  Experience:  1 3 

Gary  Baumgartel,  Lieutenant  Colonel,  U.S.  Air  Force,  P.E..  Chief,  AFCEE-ESE 

B. S.,  1972,  Civil  Engineering,  Lowell  Technological  Institute,  Lowell,  Massachusetts 
M.S.,  1979,  Facilities  Management,  Air  Force  Institute  of  Technology,  School  of  Systems 
and  Logistics,  Wright-Patterson  AFB,  Ohio 

Years  of  Experience:  20 

Jon  Ciarletta,  Consultant,  Acentech  Inc. 

a. A.,  1987,  Psychology,  California  State  University,  Northridge 

M.S.,  1990,  Experimental  Psychology,  California  State  University,  Northridge 

Years  of  Experience:  5 

Christopher  Clayton,  Senior  Economist,  Science  Applications  International  Corporation 
B.A.,  1966,  Geography  (Honours)  Oxford  University 
M.A.,  1968,  Geography,  University  of  Cincinnati 
Ph.D.,  1972,  Geography,  Clark  University 
Years  of  Experience:  21 

Sandra  Lee  Cuttino,  P.E.,  Environmental  Manager,  The  Earth  Technology  Corporation 
B.S.,  1979,  Civil  Engineering,  University  of  California,  Davis 
Years  of  Experience:  1 2 

David  Dischner,  Senior  Planner,  Science  Applications  international  Corporation 
B.A.,  1974,  Urban  Affairs,  Virginia  Polytechnic  Institute,  Blacksburg 
Years  of  Experience:  18 

Matthew  M.  Estes,  Staff  Environmental  Specialist,  The  Earth  Technology  Corporation 

B.S.,  1991,  Urban  and  Environmental  Science,  University  of  California,  Riverside 
Years  of  Experience:  3 
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Christopher  Garey,  Senior  Staff  Geologist,  The  Earth  Technology  Corporation 

B.S.,  1975,  Biology,  Stephen  F.  Austin  State  University,  Nacogdoches,  Texas 
M.S.,  1986,  Geology  University  of  Texas,  Dallas 
Years  of  Experience:  5 

Anthony  Heitzman,  Jr.,  Civil  Engineer,  Science  Applications  International  Corporation 
B.S.,  1987,  Civil  Engineering,  University  of  Tennessee 
M.S.,  1990,  Civil  Engineering,  University  of  Tennessee 
Years  of  Experience:  4 

Jane  N.  Hildreth,  Senior  Project  Environmental  Professional,  The  Earth  Technology  Corporation 
B.S.,  1983,  Biology  and  Environmental  Science,  University  Jf  California,  Riverside 
M.S.,  1989,  Biology,  California  State  University,  San  Bernardino 
Years  of  Experience:  1 0 

James  W.  Hoyt,  Project  Environmental  Professional,  The  Earth  Technology  Corporation 
B.S.,  1 983,  Forestry,  Humboldt  State  University,  Areata,  California 
Years  of  Experience:  1 1 

David  G.  Jury,  Senior  Staff  Environmental  Specialist,  The  Earth  Technology  Corporation 
B.A.,  1988,  Geography,  California  State  University,  Long  Beach 
Years  of  Experience:  4 

Bruce  R.  Leighton,  P.E.  Technical  Assistant,  AFCEE-ESED 

B.S.,  1968,  Civil  Engineering,  University  of  Maine,  Orono 
Years  of  Experience:  26 

Stephen  Lind,  Consultant,  Acentech,  Inc. 

B.A.,  1984,  Physics,  University  of  Northern  Iowa,  Cedar  Falls 
M.S.,  1988,  Engineering,  University  of  Texas  at  Austin 
Years  of  Experience:  8 

George  F.  Maier,  Managing  Senior  Environmental  Specialist,  The  Earth  Technology  Corporation 
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A 

Aboveground  Storage  Tanks  3-52,  3*57.  3-58, 
4-46,  4-56,  4-58 

Accident  Potential  Zone  (APZ)  3-15,  3-16 
Aesthetics  2-35,  3-1, 3-6,  3-16,  3-88,  4-1, 
4-6,  4-9,  4-12,  4-13,  4-15,  4-16 
Agricultural  2-2,  2-4,  2-5,  2-8,  2-9,  2-13, 

2-15,  2-17,  2-18,  2-19,  2-20,  2-24,  2-27, 

2- 28,  2-29,  3-5,  3-13,  3-15,  3-16,  3-31, 

3- 73,  3-90,  3-91,  3-100,  3-102,  4-6,  4-7. 

4- 10,  4-12,  4-13,  4-15,  4-26,  4-41,  4-43, 
4-45,  4-46,  4-49,  4-51,  4-52,  4-53,  4-54, 
4-56,  4-60,  4-100.  4-104,  4-105,  4-108, 
4-109,  4-110,  4-111,  4-112 

Agriculture  2-15,  3-8,  3-13,  3-47,  3-48.  3-68, 

3- 69,  3-86,  4-9,  4-12,  4-13,  4-60,  4-100. 

4- 106,  4-108,  4-110,  4-111 

Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone  (AlCUZ) 
3-15,  3-16 

Air  quality  3-1,  3-68,  3-76,  3-77,  3-78,  3-79, 

3- 80,  3-81,  4-1,  4-7,  4-59,  4-68,  4-72, 

4- 73,  4-74.  4-75,  4-76,  4-77,  4-78,  4-79 
Air  Route  Traffic  Control  Center  (ARTCC) 

3-25,  3-26,  3-30,  3-31 
Air  traffic  control  (ATC)  1-4,  2-10,  3-25, 

3- 26,  3-30,  3-31,  4-17,  4-18,  4-21,  4-25, 

4- 26 

Airfield  2-2,  2-4,  2-5,  2-7,  2-8,  2-9,  2-10, 

2-13,  2-16,  2-17,  2-18,  2-20,  2-21,  2-23, 

2- 25,  2-27,  3-3,  3-8,  3-13,  3-16,  3-30, 

3- 85,  3-90,  3-91,  3-103,  4-7,  4-9,  4-10, 

4- 12,  4-21,  4-26.  4-41,  4-42,  4-43,  4-44, 
4-48,  4-49,  4-64,  4-74,  4-77,  4-100, 

4-101,  4-102,  4-103,  4-108,  4-110 

Airport  Layout  Plan  (ALP)  1  -4,  1  -5,  2-4,  4-9 
Airport  plan  2-4,  2-5,  2-9,  2-13,  2-21,  2-22, 
4-12,  4-17 

Airspace  1-4,  3-18,  3-25,  3-26,  3-27,  3-30, 

3- 31,  4-16,  4-17,  4-18,  4-21,  4-25,  4-26, 

4- 29 

Alert  pad  3-8,3-12,4-42 
Aquifer  3-75,  3-76.  4-65 


Arkansas  Air  Quality  Standards  (AAQS)  3-77, 

3- 80,  3-81 ,  4-68,  4-72,  4-75,  4-76,  4-78, 

4- 79 

Arkansas  Department  of  Pollution  Control  and 
Ecology  (ADPCE)  3-34,  3-35,  3-36,  3-39, 
3-41,  3-52,  3-57,  3-62,  3-68,  3-77,  3-80, 
3-81,  4-33,  4-46,  4-52,  4-58 
Arkansas  Game  and  Fish  Commission  1  -1 , 

1- 6,  1-9,  2-3,  2-17,  2-23,  3-1,  3-5,  3-15, 
3-31,  3-34,  3-35,  3-36,  3-37,  3-38,  3-39, 
3-40,  3-52,  3-60,  3-62,  3-65,  3-66,  3-72, 
3-77,  3-78,  3-79,  3-80,  3-88,  3-96,  3-99, 

3- 100,  3-102,  4-2,  4-33,  4-35,  4-37,  4-46, 

4- 52,  4-56,  4-58,  4-59,  4-101,  4-107 
Asbestos  1-8,  3-1,  3-36,  3-57,  3-60,  3-61, 

4-39,  4-46,  4-48,  4-52,  4-56,  4-57,  4-58 
Associated  Natural  Gas  2-17,  3-38,  4-33, 
4-36,  4-38,  4-39 

Aviation  Support  1-3,  1-4,  2-2,  2-3,  2-4,  2-5, 

2- 7,  2-8,  2-9,  2-10,  2-13,  2-17,  2-18, 

2-19,  2-20,  2-21,  2-22,  2-23,  2-24,  2-25, 

2- 26,  2-27.  2-28,  2-29,  2-30,  3-8,  3-12, 

3- 15,  3-25,  3-26,  3-31,  3-39,  3-47,  3-51, 

3- 57,  3-86,  3-90,  4-3,  4-6,  4-7,  4-9,  4-10, 

4- 11,  4-12,  4-13,  4-14,  4-15,  4-18,  4-21, 
4-22,  4-23,  4-25,  4-26,  4-27,  4-29,  4-31, 
4-33,  4-34,  4-35,  4-36,  4-37,  4-38,  4-40, 
4-41,  4-43,  4-44,  4-45,  4-46,  4-48,  4-49, 

4-51,  4-52,  4-53,  4-54,  4-55,  4-56.  4-62, 
4-63,  4-65,  4-66,  4-67,  4-69,  4-73,  4-74, 
4-75,  4-76,  4-77,  4-78,  4-79,  4-83,  4-84, 
4-92,  4-93.  4-97,  4-98,  4-100,  4-101, 
4-102,  4-104,  4-105,  4-108,  4-110,  4-111 

B 

Bald  eagle  3-95,  3-96,  4-101.  4-102,  4-105 
Birds  3-91,4-100,4-101 
Blythevilie  Municipal  Airport  1-7,  2-4,  2-17, 

3-22,  3-30,  3-33,  3-35,  3-36,  3-37,  3-38, 
3-40,  3-42,  3-57,  3-61,  3-62,  3-65,  3-66, 

3- 67,  3-68,  4-3,  4-6,  4-10,  4-18,  4-21, 

4- 22,  4-25,  4-30,  4-32,  4-33,  4-34,  4-35, 
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4-40,  4-65,  4-69,  4-75,  4-83,  4-92,  4-100, 
4-104 

Blythevilie-Gosnell  Development  Authority 
(BGDA)  1-3,  1-6,  2-2,  2-3,  2-4,  2-7,  2-10 
Burlington  Northern  3-3,  3-22,  3-31 

C 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  3-77,  3-79,  3-81, 

3- 82,  3-83,  4-69,  4-70,  4-71,  4-72,  4-73, 

4- 74,  4-75,  4-76.  4-77,  4-78,  4-79 
Cemetery  1-7,  3-3,  3-48,  3-103 
Clear  Zone  (CZ)  3-16 

Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  3-39,  3-40, 
3-41,  3-52,  3-61,  3-62,  3-69,  3-80,  3-100, 
3-103,  4-9,  4-40,  4-102,  4-107 
Commercial  2-2,  2-4,  2-5,  2-8,  2-9,  2-14, 

2- 17,  2-18,  2-20,  2-23,  2-27,  2-28,  2-29, 

3- 3,  3-8,  3-12,  3-13,  3-16,  3-25,  3-30, 

3- 31,  3-36,  3-62,  3-67.  3-72,  3-86,  3-91, 

4- 7,  4-10,  4-13,  4-15,  4-16,  4-21,  4-25, 
4-41,  4-43,  4-45,  4-46,  4-48,  4-49,  4-52, 

4-53,  4-54,  4-55,  4-68,  4-69,  4-77,  4-100, 
4-108,  4-110,  4-111 

Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLAI 
3-39,  3-43,  3-45,  3-51,  4-42 
Construction  1-4,  2-3,  2-7,  2-8,  2-15,  2-16, 

2-17,  2-19,  2-20,  2-23,  2-24,  2-25,  2-27, 

2- 28,  2-30,  2-31,  3-6,  3-12,  3-69,  3-72, 

3- 79,  3-86,  4-9,  4-16,  4-18,  4-25,  4-26, 

4- 33,  4-36,  4-37,  4-44,  4-45,  4-46,  4-47. 

4-48,  4-51,  4-55,  4-59,  4-60,  4-61,  4-62, 
4-63,  4-64,  4-65,  4-66,  4-68,  4-69,  4-70, 
4-71,  4-73,  4-75,  4-77,  4-100,  4-101. 
4-102,  4-103,  4-104,  4-105,  4-106,  4-108, 
4-109,  4-110,  4-111 

Contaminants  3-42,  3-47,  3-57,  3-69,  4-42, 
4-64 

Contamination  3-42,  3-43,  3-45,  3-47,  3-50, 

3-5 1,  3-69,  3-75,  3-76,  4-39.  4-42,  4-63 
Council  of  Environmental  Quality  (CEO)  1-1, 

1-5,  4-1 

Cumulative  impacts  1-8,  4-1 


0 

Day-night  average  sound  level  (DNL)  3-16, 

3- 83,  3-85,  3-86,  3-88,  3-89,  4-79,  4-80, 

4- 81,  4-82,  4-83,  4-84,  4-89,  4-91,  4-92, 
4-93,  4-97,  4-98 

Decibel  (dB>  3-16,  3-83,  3-85,  3-86,  3-88, 
4-80.  4-81,  4-82,  4-83.  4-84,  4-89,  4-90, 
4-92,  4-97,  4-98,  4-99 
Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act 
JDBCRAI  1-1,  1-2,  1-3,  2-1,  2-3 
Defense  Environmental  Restoration  Account 
IDERAI  3-47,  3-51 

Defense  Environmental  Restoration  Program 
(DERP)  3-42,  4-42 

Defense  Reutilization  and  Marketing  Office 
(DRMO)  3-36,  3-41,  3-42,  4-58 
Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  1-1,  1-2,  2-1, 
3-31,  3-42,  3-83 

Disposal  1-1,  1-2,  1-3,  1-4,  1-6,  1-8,  2-1,  2-2, 

2- 3,  2-17,  2-31,  2-33,  2-34.  2-35,  3-1, 

3- 32,  3-36,  3-39,  3-41,  3-42,  3-45,  3-47, 
3-51,  3-61,  3-62,  3-66,  3-67,  3-68,  3-69, 

3- 83,  3-98,  4-1,  4-2,  4-32,  4-35,  4-37, 

4- 39,  4-40,  4-42,  4-44,  4-45,  4-47,  4-48, 
4-51,  4-52,  4-55,  4-56,  4-107,  4-109, 
4-112 

E 

Easement  3-15 

Educational  2-5,  2-8,  2-9,  2-14,  2-18,  2-20, 

2- 23,  2-27,  2-28,  2-29,  4-7,  4-10,  4-13, 
4-47 

Electricity  2-16,  2-17,  2-25,  2-31,  3-32,  3-37, 

3- 38,  4-31,  4-33,  4-35.  4-37,  4-39 
Employment  2-2,  2-3,  2-4,  2-15,  2-16,  2-19, 

2- 24,  2-25,  2-27,  2-30,  2-35,  3-1.  3-5, 

3- 6,  4-2,  4-3,  4-4,  4-6 

Endangered  species  3-90,  3-95,  4-101,  4-102, 

4- 103,  4-104,  4-105 

Energy  3-32,  3-37,  3-38,  3-83,  3-85,  4-33. 

4-35,  4-37,  4-70,  4-81 
Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process  (EIAP) 

1- 5 

Environmental  Impacts  1-2,  1-3,  1-4,  1-5,  1-7, 

2- 1,  2-35,  4-1,  4-2,  4-39 
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EOD  Ranue  3-46,  3-67,  3-68,  3-100,  4-43. 
4-47,  4-49,  4-54 

Erosion  2-24,  4-59,  4-60,  4-61,  4-62,  4-66 

F 

FAA  Raguiations  1  -5,  4-82 
Farmland  1-8,  3-13,  3-69,  4-9,  4-12,  4-13, 
4-59,  4-60,  4-61,  4-62,  4-63 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  1  -4, 

1- 5,  2-9,  2-10,  2-13,  3-12,  3-16,  3-25, 

3- 30,  3-83,  3-85,  3-86,  4-17,  4-18,  4-21. 

4- 46,  4-62,  4-68,  4-73.  4-82.  4-83,  4-89 
Federal  Express  3-31 

Federal  Highway  Administration  3-88,  4-83 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide 
Act  (FIFRA)  3-62,  4-46,  4-52,  4-56,  4-58 
Federal  Property  Management  Regulation 
IFPMR)  1-2,2-1.3-61 
Federal  transfers  2-1,  2-31,  4-38,  4-106 
Fleet  mix  2-21,2-23 
Flight  tracks  2-13,3-88,4-83 
Floodplain  3-3,  3-73 
Fuel  2-10,  2-14,  3-39,  3-42,  3-47,  3-48, 

3- 49,  3-50,  3-51,  3-57,  3-58,  3-68,  2-82, 

4- 40,  4-41,  4-42,  4-43,  4-44,  4-45,  4-46, 
4-48,  4-49,  4-51,  4-54,  4-55,  4-56,  4-58, 
4-71 

G 

General  aviation  1-3,  2-2,  2-4,  2-8,  2-10, 

2- 13,  2-17,  2-18,  2-19,  2-20,  2-22,  2-21, 

2- 23,  2-24,  2-25,  4-3,  4-6,  4-10,  4-11, 
4-12,  4-15,  4-18,  4-21,  4-22,  4-23,  4-25, 
4-31,  4-34,  4-35,  4-48,  4-49,  4-51,  4-52, 
4-62,  4-63,  4-66,  4-74,  4-75,  4-76,  4-77, 
4-83,  4-84,  4-92,  4-93,  4-97,  4-98,  4-104, 
4-110,  4-111 

Golf  course  2-15,  2-24,  2-29,  2-30,  2-33, 

3- 13,  3-33,  3-35,  3-62,  3-73,  3-75,  3-91, 

4- 9,  4-12.  4-34,  4-41,  4-49,  4-53,  4-58 
Groundwater  3-45,  3-47,  3-48,  3-49,  3-50, 

3- 51,  3-69,  3-72,  3-75,  3-76,  3-96,  4-32, 

4- 60,  4-65,  4-66,  4-67 


H 

Habitat  3-75,  3-91,  3-95,  3-96,  3-98,  4-100, 
4-101,  4-103,  4-104,  4-105,  4-106 
Hazardous  materials  2-4,  2-34,  3-1,  3-39, 

3- 40,  3-69,  4-1,  4-39,  4-40,  4-41.  4-47, 

4- 48,  4-49,  4-53,  4-57,  4-58,  4-59,  4-63 
Hazardous  substance  2-34 

Hazardous  waste  2-14,  3-39,  3-40,  3-41, 

3- 42,  3-51,  3-60,  3-62,  3-69,  4-39,  4-40, 

4- 42,  4-48,  4-58,  4-63 
Herbicides  3-91 
Highways  3-18,  3-85 

Historic  properties  1-5,  1-7,  3-98,  3-99, 

3- 100,  3-101,  3-102,  3-103,  4-30,  4-107, 

4- 108,  4-109,  4-112 

Hospital  2-14,  2-24,  2-29,  3-12,  3-36,  3-40, 

3- 61,  3-66,  3-67,  3-82,  4-47,  4-52,  4-56, 

4- 90 

Housing  1-7,  2-1,  2-24,  2-29,  2-31,  3-3,  3-5, 
3-12,  3-17,  3-34,  3-37,  3-48,  3-61,  3-65, 

3- 67,  3-73,  3-90,  4-6,  4-15,  4-38.  4-57, 

4- 79,  4-90,  4-98 

I 

Industrial  2-2,  2-4,  2-5,  2-7,  2-8,  2-9,  2-10, 

2-13,  2-14,  2-16,  2-17,  2-18,  2-20,  2-23, 

2- 25,  2-27,  2-28,  2-29,  3-8,  3-12,  3-16, 

3- 17,  3-22,  3-35,  3-40,  3-62,  3-80,  3-90, 

3- 91,  4-6,  4-7,  4-9,  4-10,  4-12,  4-13, 

4- 16,  4-26,  4-32,  4-33,  4-34,  4-36,  4-37, 

4-38,  4-41,  4-43,  4-44,  4-48,  4-49,  4-52. 

4-53,  4-54,  4-55,  4-64.  4-69.  4-75.  4-77, 
4-100,  4-104,  4-108,  4-110.  4-111 

Infrastructure  2-2,  2-3,  2-8,  2-13,  2-19,  2-28, 
3-32,  3-39,  3-90 

Installation  Restoration  Program  (IRP)  1-8,  1-9, 

2- 3,  3-1,  3-42,  3-43,  i-44,  3-45,  3-47, 

3- 50,  3-51,  3-52,  3-57,  4-39.  4-42,  4-43, 

4- 44,  4-45,  4-47,  4-48,  4-49,  4-53,  4-54. 

4-55.  4-56,  4-57,  4-58 

Instrument  flight  rules  (IFR)  3-25,  3-26,  3-28, 

3- 29,  3-30,  4-18,  4-21,  4-25,  4-26 
Instrument  landing  system  (ILS)  2-10,  4-18, 

4- 21,  4-25,  4-26 

Integrated  Noise  Model  (INM)  4-83 
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interpretive  center/museum  2-31,  4-6,  4-15, 
4-29,  4-38,  4-57,  4-62,  4-67,  4-79,  4-98, 
4-106,  4-112 

J 

Jobs  2-15,  2-24,  2-30,  3-6,  4-2,  4-3,  4-8 

L 

Lagoon  3-35 

Und  Use  1-7,  1-9,  2-2,  2-3,  2-4,  2-5,  2-8, 

2-9,  2-10,  2-13,  2-14,  2-15,  2-16,  2-17, 

2-18,  2-19,  2-20,  2-23,  2-24,  2-25,  2-27, 

2-28,  2-29,  2-30,  2-31,  2-32,  2-34,  2-35, 

2- 36,  3-1,  3-6,  3-8,  3-9,  3-13,  3-14,  3-15, 

3- 16,  3-43,  3-69,  3-83,  3-85,  3-86,  3-88, 

4- 1,  4-2,  4-6,  4-7,  4-8,  4-9,  4-10,  4-11, 
4-12,  4-13,  4-14,  4-15,  4-18,  4-17,  4-29, 
4-38,  4-39,  4-40,  4-41,  4-42,  4-43,  4-44, 
4-45,  4-46,  4-48,  4-49,  4-51,  4-52,  4-53, 
4-54,  4-55,  4-56,  4-57  4-60,  4-62,  4-67, 
4-74,  4-75,  4-77,  4-79,  4-82,  4-91,  4-98, 
4-100,  4-102,  4-104,  4-105,  4-106,  4-108, 
4-110,  4-111,  4-112 

Landfill  2-17,  3-36,  3-47,  3-48,  3-52,  3-66, 

3- 67,  3-69,  3-73,  3-76,  4-32,  4-33,  4-34, 

4- 35,  4-37,  4-42,  4-43.  4-44,  4-45,  4-48. 
4-49,  4-51,  4-54,  4-55,  4-56,  4-57 

Landscape  3-17,  3-18,  3-90,  3-91,  4-100 
Lease  2-1,  2-2,  2-3,  2-15,  2-24,  2-34,  3-13, 

3- 98,  3-102 

Level  of  Service  (LOS)  3-18,  3-19,  3-22,  4-16, 

4- 18,  4-22,  4-25.  4-26,  4-29 

M 

McKinney  Act  2-1,  2-31,  4-6,  4-15,  4-29, 
4-38,  4  57,  4-62,  4-67,  4-79,  4-98,  4-106, 
4-112 

Medical  2-14,  3-1,  3-8,  3-12,  3-66,  3-67,  4-7, 
4-10,  4-13,  4-39,  4-47,  4-49,  4-52,  4-56, 
4-59 

Memphis  3-3,  3-20,  3-25,  3-26,  3-30,  3-31. 
4-21,  4-25 

Military  family  housing  1-1,  2-1,  2-9,  2-10, 

2-13,  2-33,  3-6,  3-8,  3-15,  3-16,  3-25, 


3-30,  3-31,  3-34,  3-65,  3-66,  3-67,  3-68, 

3- 81,  3-82,  3-85,  3-103,  4-17,  4-18,  4-26, 

4- 101 

Military  operations  area  (MOA)  3-25,  3-30 
Mississippi  County  Community  College  2-23 
Mississippi  County  Electric  Cooperative  (MCEC) 

2- 17,  3-32,  3-37,  3-65,  4-33,  4-35,  4-37 
Mississippi  River  3-1,  3-3,  3-31,  3  S'?,  3-69, 

3- 72,  3-73,  3-79,  3-99,  3-103 
Mitigation  measures  1-7,  4-1,  4-2,  4-9,  4-12, 

4- 15,  4-16,  4-22,  4-29,  4-33,  4-36,  4-38, 

4-47,  4-52,  4-57,  4-59,  4-60,  4-61,  4-62, 
4-65,  4-67,  4-68,  4-73,  4-74,  4-77,  4-79, 
4-91,  4  92,  4-97,  4-103,  4-105,  4  106, 
4-109,  4-111,  4-112 

Munitions  2-14,  3-12,  3-41,  3-48 

N 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 
(NAAQS)  3-77,  3-79,  3-80,  3-81 ,  4-68, 
4-72,  4-75,  4-76,  4-78,  4-79 
National  Emissions  Standards  for  Hazardous  Air 
Pollutants  (NESHAP)  3-60,  4-48 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  INEPA)  1-1, 
1-3,  1-4,  1-5,  1-6,  4-1 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA) 

3-98,  3-99,  4-106,  4-107,  4-109,  4-112 
National  Pollution  Discharge  Elimination  System 
(NPDES)  3-34,  3-35,  3-75,  4-66 
National  Priorities  List  (NPL)  3-43 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP) 
3-99,  3-100,  3-102,  3-103,  4-107 
Native  American  4-111,  4-112 
Natural  gas  2-16,  2-17,  2-25,  2-31,  2-33, 

3- 32,  3-38,  4-31,  4-33,  4-35,  4-36,  4-38, 

4- 39 

Nitrogen  dioxide  (NOj)  3-77,  3-80,  3-81,  3-82, 

3- 83,  4-68.  4-69,  4-70,  4-71,  4-72,  4-73, 

4- 74,  4-75,  4-76,  4-77,  4-78,  4-79 
Nitrogen  oxides  (NOJ  3-77,  3-79,  3-82,  4-70, 

4-71,  4-72,  4-74,  4-76,  4-78 
Noise  1-8,  2-4,  3-1,  3-15,  3-16,  3-68,  3-83, 

3- 85,  3-86,  3-88,  3-89,  4-1 ,  4-6,  4-7, 

4- 59,  4-79,  4-80.  4-81,  4-82,  4-83,  4-84, 
4-89,  4-90,  4-91,  4-92,  4-93,  4-97,  4-98, 
4-99,  4-101,  4-102,  4-104,  4-105,  4-106 
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Noim  axposurc  model  INOISEMAF)  4-83 
Notice  of  Intent  jNOl)  1-5,  1-6,  1-8 

0 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 
(OSHA)  3-57,  3-60,  4-40,  4-58 
Ordnance  3-1,  3-35,  3-67,  3-68,  4-39,  4-47, 
4-52,  4-57,  4-59 

Ozone  3-77,  3-78,  3-79,  3-81,  4-72,  4-76, 
4-78 

l» 

Paleontological  Resources  3-103,  4-109, 

4-112 

Particulate  matter  (PM,^)  3-77,  3-78,  3-79, 

3- 81,  3-82,  4-69,  4-70,  4-71,  4-72,  4-73, 

4- 74,  4-75,  4-76,  4-77,  4-78,  4-79 
Pemiscot  Bayou  2-16,  2-25,  2  30,  3-3,  3-5, 

3- 17,  3-34,  3-73,  3-75,  3-89,  3-90,  3-91, 

3  35,  3-96,  3-98,  3-99,  3-100,  4-2,  4-26, 

4- 64,  4-92,  4-98 

Permits  1-8,  1-9,  3-15,  3-35,  4-33,  4-68 
Pesticidels)  3-1,  3-39,  3-40,  3-62,  3-63, 

3- 91,  4-39,  4-41,  4-46,  4-47,  4-49,  4-52, 

4- 53,  4-56,  4-57,  4-58 
Petroleum/oils/lubricants  (POL)  3-15,  4-41, 

4-49,  4-53 

Polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBsl  3-1,  3-62, 
3-65,  4-39,  4-46,  4-47,  4-52,  4-56,  4-58 
Population  2-2,  2-8,  2-15,  2-19,  2-24,  2-27, 

2- 30,  2-31,  2-35,  3-1,  3-5,  3-16,  3-36, 

3- 83,  4-1,  4-2,  4-3,  4-4,  4-6,  4-16,  4-29, 

4- 34,  4-37,  4-38,  4-67,  4-68,  4-69,  4-72, 

4-80,  4-83,  4-84,  4-97,  4-104 

Preclosure  1-8,  3-1,  3-8,  3-16,  3-22,  3-25, 
3-26,  3-34,  3-35,  3-36,  3-38,  3-39.  3-40, 
3-45,  3-52,  3-61,  3-62,  3-65,  3-66,  3-67, 

3- 79,  3-80,  3-81,  3-82,  3-88,  3-89,  4-17, 

4- 18,  4-21  4-22,  4-25.  4-26,  4-30,  4-32, 
4-33,  4-35,  4-36,  4-37.  4-38,  4-52,  4-53. 
4-69,  4-74,  4-78,  4-83,  4-97,  4-101,  4-104 

Preliminary  Assessment/Site  Inspection  IPA/SI) 

3- 43 

Public/recreational  2-24,  3-8,  3-13,  4-7,  4-10, 

4- 13,  4-100 


R 

Radar  1-4,  3-8,  3  25.  4  18.  4-21,  4  25 
Radioactive  3-65 
Radium  3-65 

Radon  Assessment  and  Mitigaiton  Program 
(RAMPI  3-31.  3-65 
Railroad  3  3,  3-22,  3-31 
Reactive  organic  gas  (ROGl  3-77,  3-79,  3-82, 

3- 83,  4-68.  4-69.  4-70.  4-71,  4-72,  4-74, 

4- 75,  4-76,  4-77,  4-78 
Recreation  1-5,  2-4,  2-5,  2-8.  2-9.  2-15, 

2- 17,  2-18,  2-20,  2  24,  2-27.  2-28,  2-29, 

3- 16,  3-86,  3-91,  4-6,  4-7,  4-9,  4-10 

4- 12.  4-13,  4-41,  4-43,  4-45,  4  46,  4  49, 
4-51,  4-52.  4  53,  4  54,  4-55.  4-69,  4-77, 
4-100,  4-103,  4-108,  4-110,  4-111,  4-112 

Region  of  Influence  IROU  3-1,  3-5,  3-6,  3-18, 
3-22,  3-25,  3-26,  3  30.  3-31.  3-32,  3-34. 
3-35.  3-36.  3-37.  3-38,  3-39,  3-68.  3-73, 

3- 76,  3-77.  3-79,  3-83,  3-88,  3-91,  3-98, 

4- 2,  4-3,  4-6,  4-10,  4-12,  4-26,  4  29, 

4-30,  4-31.  4-32,  4-33.  4-34,  4-35,  4-36, 
4-37,  4-38,  4-39 

Remedial  action  IRA)  3-43.  3-45,  3-52 
Remedial  design  IRD)  3-43,  3-45.  3-52,  4-42 
Remedial  Invastigation/Feasibility  Study  (RI/FS) 
3-43,  3-45.  3-52 

Remediation  2-3,  3-39,  3-43,  3-45,  3-47, 
3-48,  3-49,  3-50,  3-51,  3-52,  3-57,  3-60, 

3- 100,  4-39,  4-42,  4-44,  4-45,  4-47.  4-48, 

4- 51,  4-55,  4-57 

Residential  2-2,  2-4,  2-5,  2-8,  2-9,  2-14. 

2-15,  2-16,  2-17,  2-18,  2-20,  2-23,  2-24, 

2- 25,  2-27.  2-28,  2-29,  2-30,  2-31.  3-8, 

3- 12,  3-13,  3-16,  3-17,  3-36.  3  65.  3-66, 

3- 85,  3-86,  3-91.  4-7.  4-9,  4-10,  4-12, 

4- 13,  4-15,  4-16,  4-17,  4-34,  4-35.  4-36, 
4-41,  4-42,  4-43.  4-45,  4-46.  4-47.  4-49, 

4-51,  4  52,  4-53,  4-54,  4-55,  4-68,  4-69, 

4-75,  4-77,  4-81,  4-82.  4-90,  4-91,  4-104, 
4-108,  4-110,  4-111,  4-112 

Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act 
(RCRA)  3-39,  3-40,  3-41,  3-42,  3-52, 
3-57,  3-67,  4-47,  4-58 
Riparian  habitat  4- 1 03 
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Roadways  3-15,  3-18,  3-22,  3-83,  3-88, 

4-16,  4-17,  4-18,  4-22,  4-25,  4-26,  4-29, 
4-59,  4-83,  4-91,  4-97 
Runway  protection  zona  (RPZ)  2-10 

S 

Schot  .8)  3-3,  3-13,  3-60,  3-61,  3-65,  3-66, 

3- 85,  3-86,  3-88,  4-41,  4-49,  4-53 
Seismicity  3-72 

Sensitive  habitats  3-90,  3-95,  3-96,  3-97, 

4- 100,  4-102,  4-103,  4-104.  4-105 
Site  inspection  3-43 

Sludge  3-35 
Socioeconomic  4-2 

Soil  3-12,  3-13,  3-43,  3-47,  3-48,  3-49,  3-50, 
3-51,  3-52,  3-65,  3-68,  3-69,  3-70,  3-75, 
3-96,  4-59.  4-60.  4-61 ,  4-62,  4-63 
Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCSI  3-13,  3-69, 
3-91,  4-9,  4-12,  4-13,  4-59 
Solid  waste  2-16,  2-17,  2-25,  2-30,  2  33, 

3- 32,  3-36,  3-37,  3-39,  3-52,  4-31,  4-32. 

4- 33,  4-35,  4-37,  4-39 

Sound  exposure  level  (SEU  3-85,  4-79,  4-81, 
4-83,  4-89,  4-90 
Special  animal  3-95,  3-96 
Spill  Site  3-45,  3-47,  3-49,  3-50,  3-52,  4-42, 
4-43,  4-44,  4-48,  4-49,  4-51,  4-54,  4-55, 
4-56 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO) 

3- 99,  3-100,  3-102,  4-45,  4-47,  4-51, 

4- 55,  4-107,  4-109 

Storage  tanks  3-1,  3-33,  3-42,  3-45,  3-47, 

3- 51,  3-52,  3-53,  3-57,  3-58,  4-39,  4-46, 

4- 51,  4-56,  4-58,  4-68 

Sulfur  dioxide  iSOj)  3-77,  3-79,  3-80,  3-81 , 

3- 82,  3-83,  4-69,  4-70,  4-71,  4-72,  4-73, 

4- 74,  4-75,  4-76,  4-77,  4-78,  4-79 
Superfund  Amendments  Reauthorization  Act 

(SARA)  3-42,  3-43,  3-45,  4-40 
Surface  drainage  3-69,  3-  75,  3-98 
Surface  water  3-73,  4-64,  4-65,  4-66,  4-67 

T 

Tactical  air  navigation  (TACANi  3-8,  4-18, 
4-26 


Terminal  radar  approach  control  (TRACON)  1-4 
Traffic  1-4,  2-8,  2-10,  2-14,  2-16,  2-19, 

2- 25,  2-27,  2-30,  3-18,  3-19,  3-22,  3-23, 

3- 25,  3-26,  3-30,  3-31,  3-81,  3-85,  3-88, 

4- 7,  4-16,  4-17,  4-18,  4-19,  4-21,  4-22, 
4-23.  4-25,  4-26,  4-27,  4-29,  4-74,  4-79, 
4-83,  4-91,  4-97,  4-99,  4-101,  4-102 

Transformers  3-37,  3-62,  3-65 
Transportation  1-4,  2-2,  2-15,  2-19,  2-25, 

2- 27,  2-30,  2-35,  3-1,  3-18,  3-19,  3-21, 

3- 31,  3-39,  3-40,  3-42,  3-67,  3-83,  3-86, 

4- 1.  4-2,  4-16,  4-17,  4-21,  4-22,  4-25 
4-26,  4-29,  4-41,  4-49,  4-74,  4-80,  4  8\ 
4-82.  4-103 

U 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  3-13,  3-68, 

3- 69,  4-60 

U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  (HUD)  2-1,2-31,3-83 
U.S,  Department  of  Transportation  3-83,  4-81, 

4- 82 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  -  aency  (EPA) 
1-6,  3-42,  3-43,  3-45.  3-52,  3-57,  3-62, 
3-65,  3-66,  3-67,  3-68,  3-77,  3-78,  3-79, 

3- 80,  3-83,  4-47,  4-52,  4-56,  4-58,  4-66. 

4- 69.  4-71,  4-75,  4-80,  4-81 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  3-95, 
4-101,  4-102,  4-103,  4-106 
Underground  storage  tanks  (USTs)  3-42,  3-51, 

3- 52,  3-57,  4-39,  4-43,  4-46,  4-47,  4-49, 

4- 51,  4-54,  4-56,  4-58 

Utilities  2-16,  2-25,  2-30,  2-33,  3-15,  3-32, 

3- 86,  4-30.  4-65 

V 

Vegetation  3-17,  3-90,  3-91,  3-92,  3-96, 

4- 60.  4-61.  4-100,  4-103,  4-104,  4-105, 
4-106 

Very  high  frequency  omnidirectional  range 
(VOR)  2-10,3-8,4-18,4-25 
Visual  flight  rules  (VFR)  3-25,  3-30,  4-18, 
4-25,  4-26 

Visual  sensitivity  3-16,  3-17,  3-18 
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Warehouse  2*U,  2-23,  2-29,  3-12 
Wastewater  1-7,  2-16,  2-17,  2-25,  2-30, 

2- 33,  3-32,  3-34,  3-35,  3-36,  3-39,  3-47, 

3- 75,  4-31.  4-32,  4-33.  4-34,  4-36,  4-37. 

4- 38 

Water  2-14,  2-16,  2-25,  2-30,  2-33,  3-1, 
3-15,  3-16,  3-32,  3-33,  3-34,  3-43.  3-47, 
3-48,  3-49,  3-50,  3-57,  3-58,  3-68,  3-72, 

3- 73,  3-75,  3-76,  3-78,  3-86,  3-95,  3-96, 

4- 1.  4-30,  4-31,  4-32,  4-33,  4-34,  4-36. 
4-38,  4-42,  4-47,  4-57.  4-59,  4-60,  4-61. 
4-63,  4-64.  4-65,  4-66,  4-67,  4-73,  4-103 

Wetlands  2-24,  3-75,  3-90,  3-91,  3-95,  3-96, 
3-98,  4-102,  4-103,  4-104,  4-105,  4-106 
Wildlife  1-2,  1-5,  3-90,  3-91,  3-92,  3-95, 

3- 96,  8-98,  4-100.  4-103,  4-104,  4-105, 

4- 106 

Z 

Zoning  1-3,  3-6,  3-8,  3-9,  3-15,  4-2,  4-6, 

4-91 
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CHAPTER  9 

PUBLIC  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


9.0  PUBLIC  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


INTRODUCTION 

The  Air  Force  has  complied  with  the  EIAP  NEPA  mandate  of  public 
participation  in  the  EIAP  primarily  in  two  ways: 

•  A  public  hearing  was  held  in  Blytheville,  Arkansas,  on  August 
13,  at  which  the  Air  Force  presented  the  findings  of  the  DEIS  for 
disposal  and  reuse  of  Eaker  AFB  and  invited  public  comments. 

•  The  subject  DEIS  was  made  available  for  public  review  and 
comment  in  July  1 992. 

Public  comments  received  both  verbally  at  the  public  meeting  and  in  writing 
during  the  response  period  have  been  reviewed  and  are  addressed  by  the  Air 
Force  in  this  section. 


ORGANIZATION 


This  Public  Comment  and  Response  section  is  organized  into  several 
subsections,  as  follows: 

•  This  Introduction,  which  describes  the  process,  organization, 
and  approach  taken  in  addressing  public  comments 

•  A  consolidated  comment-response  document 

•  An  index  of  commentors 

•  A  transcript  of  the  public  hearing 

•  Photocopies  of  ail  written  comments  received. 

These  sections  are  described  below. 

Comments  received  that  are  similar  in  nature  or  address  similar  concerns 
have  been  consolidated  to  focus  on  the  issue  of  concern,  and  a  response  is 
provided  that  addresses  ail  of  the  similar  comments.  Some  comments 
simply  state  a  fact  or  an  opinion,  for  example,  "the  DEIS  adequately 
assesses  the  impacts  on  (a  resource  area]."  Such  comments,  although 
appreciated,  do  not  require  a  specific  response  and  are  not  called  out  herein. 
The  comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  area  of  concern,  as  follows: 
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I . 0  Air  Force  Policy 

2.0  Purpose  and  Need  for  Action 

3.0  Alternatives  Including  the  Proposed  Action 

4.0  Land  Transfer/Oisposal 

5.0  Local  Community 

6.0  Land  Use/ Aesthetics 

7.0  Transportation 

8.0  Airspace 

9.0  Utilities 

10.0  Hazardous  Materials/Waste  Management 

I I . 0  Soils  and  Geology 
12.0  Water  Resources 

1 3.0  Air  Quality 
14.0  Noise 

1 5.0  Biological  Resources 

16.0  Cultural  Resources 

1 7.0  Socioeconomic  Impact  Analysis  Study 

Within  each  area,  each  consolidated  comment-response  is  numbered 
sequentially.  For  example,  under  9.0  Utilities,  individual 
comments-responses  are  numbered  9.1,  9.2,  etc.  At  the  end  of  each 
numbered  comment  is  a  set  of  numbers  that  refer  to  the  specific  comment 
in  the  documents  received  that  were  combined  into  that  consolidated 
comment.  The  numbers  of  the  individual  comments  are  indicated  in 
parentheses,  e.g.  (6-8,  11-13,  15-6,  15-22).  Comment  6-8,  for  example, 
refers  to  document  6,  comment  number  8.  A  reader  who  wishes  to  read 
the  specific  comment(s)  received  may  turn  to  the  photocopies  of  the 
documents  included  in  this  section.  Below  each  comment  number  is  the 
number  of  the  consolidated  comment  in  which  the  specific  comment  has 
been  encompassed,  e.g.  7.5.  Thus,  the  reader  may  reference  back  and 
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forth  between  the  consolidated  comments-responses  and  the  specific 
comment  documents  as  they  were  received. 

it  should  be  further  noted  that  some  comments  in  the  documents  received 
are  not  included  in  the  consolidated  comment-response  document.  These 
comments  fail  into  two  categories: 

Comments  to  which  no  response  is  required,  as  explained  above 

Comments  regarding  the  Socioeconomic  impact  Analysis  Study  <SIAS). 

Effects  upon  the  physical  or  natural  environment  that  may  result  from 
projected  changes  in  certain  socioeconomic  factors  that  are  associated  with 
or  caused  by  the  disposal  or  reuse  of  the  base  are  addressed  within  this  EIS. 
Other  socioeconomic  issues,  such  as  the  region's  employment  base,  school 
budgets,  municipal/state  tax  revenues,  municipal  land  planning,  medical  care 
for  military  retirees  and  dependents,  local  governments  and  services,  real 
estate,  and  economic  effects  on  utility  systems  and  specific  businesses  are 
beyond  the  scope  of  NEPA  and  CEO  requirements.  Analysis  of  impacts 
associated  with  these  issues  is  provided  in  the  SIAS;  that  public  document 
will  also  support  the  base  reuse  decision-making  process.  The 
environmental  impact  analyses  presented  in  this  EIS  are  based  on  the  results 
of  the  socioeconomic  analyses  described  in  detail  in  the  SIAS.  All 
comments  pertaining  solely  to  issues  addressed  in  the  SIAS  were  considered 
beyond  the  scope  of  this  EIS,  and  so  are  not  addressed  in  the  comment  and 
response  chapter.  However,  those  comments  have  been  reviewed  and 
responses  have  been  provided  to  the  commentors.  Comments  concerning 
socioeconomic  issues  addressed  in  the  SIAS  only  are  indicated  with  an  S  on 
the  photocopies  of  the  comment  documents.  Comments  related  to 
socioeconomic  factors  that  are  addressed  in  this  EIS  le.g.,  population, 
employment!  have  been  included  in  this  chapter. 

Finally,  it  should  be  emphasized  that  not  only  have  responses  to  EIS 
comments  been  addressed  in  this  comment-response  chapter,  as  explained, 
but  the  text  of  the  EIS  itself  has  also  been  revised,  as  appropriate,  to  reflect 
the  concerns  expressed  in  the  public  comments. 

The  list  of  commentors  includes  the  name  of  the  commentor,  the  identifying 
document  number  that  has  been  assigned  to  it,  and  the  page  number  in  this 
section  on  which  the  photocopy  of  the  document  is  presented. 
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1.0  AIR  FORCE  POUCY 


1 . 1  Comment:  Some  type  of  agreement  or  stipulation  may  be  necessary 
with  reuse  recipients  to  ensure  that  ail  mitigation  measures  and 
subsequent  monitoring  identified  in  the  EIS  are  carried  out.  (5-5) 

Response:  NEPA  does  not  require  that  any  mitigation  actions  be 
adopted  by  a  federal  agency.  However,  the  Air  Force  agrees  that 
certain  stipulations,  as  required  by  other  applicable  laws  and 
regulations,  may  be  necessary  to  ensure  enforcement  of  certain 
mitigations.  Examples  of  such  stipulations  may  include  covenants  to 
protect  historic  resources  eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP,  and 
restrictions  on  certain  reuse  activities  that  could  interfere  with  the 
Air  Force's  efforts  to  remediate  a  contaminated  site.  Mitigations 
deemed  necessary  would  be  stipulated  in  the  ROD. 

Many  aspects  of  the  future  reuse  of  the  disposal  property  will  be 
regulated  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  regulatory  agencies  when  the 
reusers  develop  detailed  plans  on  implementation  of  the  reuse 
activities.  Additionally,  much  of  the  detailed  information  about 
specific  impacts  resulting  from  project  development  will  not  be 
available  until  those  projects  are  developed.  For  the  different  phases 
of  project  redevelopment,  this  information  may  not  be  available  until 
several  years  after  property  disposal.  Air  Force  imposition  of 
restrictions,  except  those  required  by  federal  taw  or  regulation,  on 
future  reuse  at  the  time  of  property  disposal  may  be  premature  and 
may  unduly  restrict  future  land  uses  that  may  otherwise  be 
acceptable  to  regulatory  and  zoning  agencies  with  oversight  of 
project  activities. 
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2.0  PURPOSE  OF  AND  NEED  FOR  ACTION 

No  commonts  ware  received  for  this  area  of  concern. 
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3.0  ALTERNATIVES  INCLUDING  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


3.1  Comment:  The  No-Action  Alternative  or  the  transfer  of  Eaker  AFB 
to  another  federal  agency  is  the  preferred  course  of  action  for  the 
protection  of  historic  properties.  <9-1,  11-1,  11-2,  1 1-51 

Response:  Comment  noted. 

3.2  Comment:  Support  was  indicated  for  the  use  of  the  Weapons 
Storage  Area  and  surrounding  grounds  as  an  Interpretive 
Center/Museum  and  Curation  Facility.  (12-1) 

Response:  Comment  noted. 

3.3  Comment:  Comment  includes  the  statement  that  the  Air  Force  has 
chosen  the  Proposed  Action  as  a  result  of  the  study.  (5-1 ) 

Response:  Clarification  is  necessary  to  correct  this  assumption.  The 
Air  Force  has  chosen  the  community's  reuse  plan  as  the  Proposed 
Action  only  for  purposes  of  the  analysis.  The  Air  Force  has  not 
chosen  the  Proposed  Action  as  the  final  reuse  of  the  property.  The 
determination  of  the  decision  maker  will  be  outlined  in  the  ROD 
developed  after  publication  of  the  £/S  for  the  Disposal  and  Reuse  of 
Eaker  AFB. 

3.4  Comment:  The  EiS  should  explain  the  present  need  for  closing  the 
Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  and  include  generalized  environmental 
impacts  as  a  result  of  closing  the  airport.  (5-4) 

Response: 

Text  has  been  added  throughout  the  document  discussing  the 
closure  of  Blytheville  Municipal  Airport  and  its  relocation  to  Eaker 
AFB.  Text  can  be  found  in  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  General 
Aviation  Alternative  descriptions  (Chapter  2);  the  Affected 
Environment  description  (Chapter  3)  where  closure  of  the  airport 
was  included  in  the  ROI  for  affected  resources;  and  in  the 
Environmental  Consequences  section  (Chapter  4)  where  impacts  of 
the  airport's  closure  are  discussed  for  affected  resources. 
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4.0  LAND  TRANSFER/DiSPOSAL 


4.1  Comment:  Eaker  AFB  should  be  transferred  to  the  National  Park 

Service  to  assure  protection  of  historic  properties.  (9-3,  1 1-4,  11-7) 

Response:  Disposal  methods  permitted  by  federal  property 
management  regulations  include:  transfer  to  another  federal  agency, 
donation  or  public  benefit  sale  to  a  public  body  under  special 
statutory  authority,  negotiated  sale  to  a  public  body,  or  sale  by 
public  auction  and/or  sealed  bid  to  a  private  interest.  No  requests 
for  the  transfer  of  all  or  part  of  Eaker  AFB  have  yet  been  received 
from  the  National  Park  Service  or  other  federal  agency.  In  order  to 
facilitate  the  possibility  of  such  a  request,  a  potential  scenario  was 
created  by  the  Air  Force  and  analyzed  under  Other  Land  Use 
Concepts  (Section  2. 3. 3. 2).  This  scenario  sets  aside  330  acres 
which  contain  the  majority  of  the  archaeological  sites  for  potential 
transfer  or  conveyance  to  a  government  or  private  agency.  The 
reuse  assumed  for  the  analysis  was  the  creation  of  an  interpretive 
center  of  museum,  and  preservation  of  the  associated  historic 
properties. 
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5.0  LOCAL  COMMUNITY 


No  commonts  were  received  for  this  area  of  concern. 
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6.0  LAND  USE/AESTHETICS 


6.1  Comment:  Government  housing  at  Eaker  AFB  should  be  utilized  for 
low'income  housing  and  for  replacing  condemned  property  within 
the  community.  (1-3,  3*1) 

Response:  Two  housing  locations  at  Eaker  AFB  have  been  identified 
as  possible  sites  for  low-income  families  and  individuals  and  for  the 
homeless  population  in  the  region.  These  housing  areas  are 
discussed  under  the  McKinney  Act  in  Other  Land  Use  Concepts 
(Section  2.3.3. 1)  and  are  analyzed  throughout  the  EIS. 

Under  various  reuse  scenarios  some  base  housing  is  to  be 
demolished  to  reduce  density  in  the  residential  areas.  It  may  be 
possible  to  move  these  homes  rather  than  demolish  them  so  as  to 
replace  condemned  homes  in  local  communities  as  requested.  The 
decision  to  demolish  or  move  these  structures,  however,  wOwid  be 
up  to  the  developer  of  the  property. 

At  this  time  no  active  official  request  for  McKinney  Act  housing  at 
Eaker  AFB  is  pending.  One  request  for  housing  for  the  homeless  had 
been  received  by  the  Air  Force,  but  was  later  withdrawn  by  the 
proponent. 
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7  0  TRAMSFORTATtON 

No  conwnonu  w«r«  rocoivod  for  thi«  aroa  of  concaffi. 
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8.0  AIRSPACE 

No  commonts  were  received  for  this  area  of  concern. 
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9.0  UTIUTIES 


9.1  Comment:  The  final  EIS  should  discuss  the  applicability  of  the  final 
NPOES  storm  water  regulations,  promulgated  in  November  1 990,  to 
the  disposal  and  reuse  alternatives  and  any  necessary  permitting 
requirements.  (5-2) 

Response:  Text  in  Section  4.2.4  has  been  added  stating  that  new 
users  may  have  to  make  provisions  for  pretreatment  of  industrial 
wastewater,  including  storm  water  and  may  also  be  required  to 
obtain  discharge  permits  in  accordance  with  the  AOPCE. 
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10.1 


HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  AND  HAZARDOUS  WASTE 
MANAGEMENT 


Comment:  A  description  of  pollution  prevention  and  waste 
minimization  policies  and  practices  should  be  included  in  the  EIS. 
(5-3) 

Response:  The  development  and  implementation  of  pollution 
prevention  and  waste  minimization  policies  and  practices  would  be 
the  responsibility  of  the  reuse  proponent.  Recycling  and/or  reuse  of 
inert  demolition  wastes  are  recommended  in  the  discussion  of 
mitigation  measures  in  Section  4.2.4. 1 .  Mitigation  measures  to  be 
contemplated  during  development  are  discussed  for  each 
environmental  resource  as  applicable.  A  table  summarizing 
mitigation  and  pollution  prevention  measures  has  been  added  to  the 
Summary. 
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1 1 .0  SOILS  AND  GEOLOGY 

No  commonts  were  received  for  this  area  of  concern. 
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12.0  WATER  RESOURCES 

No  comments  were  received  for  this  area  of  concern. 
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13.0  AIR  QUAUTY 
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No  comments  were  received  for  this  area  of  concern. 
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14.0  NOISE 


No  comments  were  received  for  this  area  of  concern. 
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15.0  BIOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

No  comments  were  received  for  this  area  of  concern. 
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16.0  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


16.1  Comment:  Clarification  of  the  "New  Hope  North  Sawba  Cemetery" 
should  be  included  in  the  EIS  with  regard  to  the  earliest  dates  the 
site  was  used  for  burials,  the  number  of  burials,  and  potential 
relocation  of  the  site.  <1-1,  2-1,  2-2,  2-4) 

Response:  The  Air  Force  is  conducting  documentary  and  field 
research  in  an  attempt  to  validate  conflicting  information  on  the 
Chickasawba  (also  known  as  the  New  Hope  or  North  Sawba) 
cemetery.  Text  has  been  revised  to  incorporate  data  provided  to  the 
Air  Force  with  the  written  comment.  Resolution  regarding  the  most 
accurate  information  obtained  during  this  effort  will  be  made 
available  prior  to  disposal  of  the  property. 

16.2  Comment:  The  Air  Force  should  make  available  the  original  survey 
and  photographs  of  the  objects  found  on  the  site  of  the  "New  Hope, 
North  Sawba  Cemetery".  (2-3) 

Response:  In  conjunction  with  the  research  described  under  the 
response  to  comment  16.1,  the  Air  Force  is  attempting  to  locate  the 
1 942  survey  report  and  any  details  regarding  the  miscellaneous 
objects  collected  during  the  performance  of  the  survey.  The 
community  will  be  provided  with  any  documentation  or  photographs 
acquired  during  the  process,  prior  to  the  disposal  of  the  property. 

16.3  Comment:  Cultural  resources  at  Eaker  AFB  should  be  protected. 
(7-1,  10-1) 

Response:  The  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  offer  reuse  plans 
designed  to  eliminate  or  minimize  adverse  impacts  to  cultural 
resources  on  Eaker  AFB.  The  Air  Force  is  currently  conducting 
significance  evaluations  for  all  such  properties  on  the  base.  Any 
resources  found  to  be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  NRHP  will  be 
treated  in  accordance  with  all  appropriate  federal  regulations.  These 
regulations  stipulate  that  all  federal  agencies  will  manage  historic 
properties  with  preservation  goals  in  mind.  If  these  resources  are 
ultimately  included  in  parcels  conveyed  to  non-federal  parties, 
appropriate  restrictions  will  be  placed  on  the  disposal  document 
ensuring  the  new  owner  will  follow,  at  a  minimum,  federal  cultural 
resource  regulations. 
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16.4  Comment:  There  appears  to  be  a  discrepancy  in  the  description  of 
where  archaeological  site  3MS105  is  located.  (1-2) 

Response:  The  location  of  archaeological  site  3MS105  has  been 
verified  by  field  survey  and  remote  sensing  conducted  in  association 
with  the  evaluations  of  cultural  resources  on  Eaker  AFB.  However, 
the  Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act  prohibits  the  disclosure 
of  specific  site  locations  in  public  documents.  Ail  information 
regarding  cultural  resources  on  £.^ker  AFB,  including  site  3MS105,  is 
filed  with  the  Arkansas  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation. 

16.5  Comment:  The  Air  Force  is  encouraged  to  follow  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation's  regulations  136  CFR  Part  800.10) 
regarding  the  protection  of  National  Historic  Landmarks  (NHL).  (9-2, 
11-3,  11-6) 

Response:  Archaeological  site  3MS105  has  been  nominated  to  the 
NRHP.  The  Air  Force  will  work  with  the  National  Park  Service  to 
ascertain  the  site's  eligibility  as  a  NHL.  As  a  federal  agency,  the  Air 
Force  is  bound  by  and  committed  to  compliance  with  all  federal 
regulations,  including  36  CFR  Part  800.10.  Regulations  addressing 
the  NHL  program  are  described  in  detail  in  36  CFR  Part  65. 
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1 7.0  SOCIOECONOMIC  IMPACT  ANALYSIS  STUDY 
No  comments  were  received  for  this  area  of  concern. 
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Document  1 

3 

1  (REPORTER'S  MOTE:  Slida  /I  •  Public  haarinq 

2  title.] 

3  LIEUTENANT  COLONEL  STARR 

4  Good  evening,  ladies  and  gentlesan,  and  thank  you  for  coming 

5  tonight-  Can  everyone  hear  me  all  right?  Apparently  so.  This 

6  is  the  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  Environment  Impact  Statement 

7  for  the  Disposal  and  Reuse  of  EaKer  Air  Force  dase.  I'm 

B  Lieutenant  Colonel  Starr,  and  I'Ll  be  the  presiding  officer  over 
9  tonight's  hearing. 

10  This  hearing  is  held  under  the  provisions  of  the  Nationel 

11  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  iaplamanting  regulation*.  The  Act 

12  requires  that  federal  agenciee  study  the  potential  environmental 

13  impacts  of  certain  proposed  action#  end  alternatives,  and 

14  consider  the  findings  of  those  studies  in  deciding  hov  to 

15  proceed. 

16  On  October  28th.  1991,  e  scoping  meeting  was  held  here  in 

17  Blytheville  to  hear  your  suggestions  concerning  what  should  be 

18  covered  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  or  EIS.  Since 

19  that  meeting,  the  Air  Force  has  examined  the  environmental 

20  concerns  you  raised,  as  well  as  nthers,  and  prepared  the  Draft 

21  EIS  that  is  the  subject  of  tonight's  hearing. 

22  The  purpose  of  tonight's  hearing  is  to  receive  your 

23  comments,  suggestions  and  criticisms  of  the  Draft  EIS.  For  those 

24  of  you  who  havsn't  had  a  chanca  to  review  the  Draft  EIS,  you  say 

25  want  to  read  the  summary  of  the  major  findings  of  the  CIS  in  the 
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handout  available  at  chs  do^r.  Those  findings  wtH  also  be 
discussed  by  the  panel  members  in  their  presentations  to  you 
tonight . 

(REPORTER'S  MOTE;  Projector  off.) 

Before  introducing  the  panel  r  tbere.  I’ll  explain  my  role 
in  this  hsaring.  I'm  s  military  judgm  and.  primarily.  I  servs  a* 
a  trial  judge  for  Air  Force  courts  SMrtial. 

I'm  not  hers  as  an  advocate  or  an  expert  on  this  Draft  EIS. 
and  I've  had  no  connection  with  its  development.  I'm  not  here  as 
a  legal  adviaor  to  the  panel  members  who  will  be  talking  to  you 
tonight.  Hy  purpose  is  to  see  that  we  have  a  fair,  orderly 
hearing,  and  chat  everyone  who  wants  to  speak  gets  a  fair  chance 
to  apeak. 

How,  I'll  introduce  the  members  of  the  public  hearing  panel. 
On  ay  right  is  Mr.  Gena  Aefsky  of  the  Air  force  Base  Disposal 
Agency.  Ke'H  describe  the  Air  Force  Base  disposal  process.  To 
his  right  la  Lieutenant  Colonel  Gary  Baumqartel .  Lieutenant 
Colonel  Baumgartel  is  the  Chief  of  the  Environmental  Planning 
Division  at  thm  Air  Force  Center  for  Environmental  Excellence  at 
Brooks  Air  Force  Baae,  Texas.  He'll  discuas  the  Environmenta 1 
Impact  Analysis  proceas,  and  summarize  the  results  '^eported  in 
the  Draft  EIS.  To  Lieutenant  Colonel  Baumgartel 's  right  is  Mr. 
Tim  Tandy  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  or  faa  Mr 
Tandy  is  from  tha  FXA's  Southwest  Regional  Office.  Because  two 
vr  the  reuse  proposals  in  the  EIS  involve  some  form  of  airport 
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NJI  CCffC  A£rSK< 

Th*nk  you.  Colonel.  you  •♦i  r»«*t  ‘  »*y  nink#  i» 

And  [  wor*  for  tn*  Air  Fore#  »#•-•  A»|«ncy.  9,f- 

offic*  CO  x.hm  cl««n'up  Ami  diApOMA*  uf  Atr  forcti 

B«»«»  c^oAdd  und«r  tftA  AucnorLXAd  «umoriti«*  of  Tve  »••• 

CloaurA  and  Ra«li<3oa40t  Lam*  In  di«cu*«inf|  tr.«  Air  Fore*  * 
propoaad  action  of  diapoainq  of  Cakar  Air  Pore*  Baa*.  I'd  iiA*  to 
covar  four  «j#nAf*;  topi:* 

jfttPomEB'S  NOTt:  Slid*  $i  -  Ov*r'#i*M. 
fvr»t  ;*  aiApoAAi  plAOHinq.  Sacond  lA  ttiA  oO’act;.«A  asad  Ot 
i:na  Air  Forca  to  sluida  ita  planninq  Third  i»  dispcAai 


coni idarat  lona 


OocuiTwnt  1 


Oocumant  1 


paaaAp*  rr.* 


J*ia<|ata'.i  autr-. 


r.-3  pro^.AOuCV* 


•f'.li  u»a  to  arriva  at  a  daciAion  And  laat 


tha  Air  Forca  daciaion  itaalf  That  ^a  uhat  action*  tna  A^c 
Fore#  tAAA.  OAsad  cr  tha  findindA  m  tna  tit  and  othar 

cons idarat ior* 

Th«  Sacretarj'  of  tna  Air  Porca  haa  oaan  lAiavjatad  th* 
Authority  to  act  aa  thA  fAdarai  OiApoAAi  A^ant  unoar  tha  l*»A 
Basa  :ioAurA  and  AAAtiqnaant  Act  and  tha  Oafan  •  Baaa  Cioaura  and 
Raali<?naaftt  Act  of  to  uiiiixa  or  diapoaa  of  tra  fadat*. 

proparty  ahich  aaka*  up  tha  Air  forca'a  cloamd  oaaaa 
thia  raapena  ibi  1  it  y  raat*  asth  tna  wanaca.  a* 

Adainiatrat  ion  Oaapita  Chia  chan^a,  tha  traditionai  atatja*  for 
dispoaa;  of  fadarai  proparty  ara  atii*  ir  affact 

Tha  Air  F  irca  *uat  adhara  to  t^io*#  iava  and  Ganara;  Sarwica* 
Adainiatrat  ioh  raquiation*  that  Mara  in  piaca  at  tha  t;*a  of  tr.# 


ra(|uiraa  -•  t_  tha  »i*»*  s 

qo'var  naant  •  f,>f  t'«  pi-fpuaa  of  c>>n».3»{  ,n^^  »•  i  f  .*!•&  i 


•of  pfuparf/  Cf  tha  iv»«'as  r 

oaatinq  tn;»  *nr:  r  *ij-„  .  r  aikart  t-j 


t'in*.,,  (■  anriftq  <*Co*|r.i«*»  ?»•,*<  t  .  »  » 

Aif  Po*‘:.a  ha*  r,i-  J .  *-..'r  at  4  on  .n  -d*:-  id . '•’•q  hi-*  A.t  f..;-*  •. 

diapoaa  c-f  "-f'.m  prupaf'f 

•  ktf^':pri.a' -i  'j..da  A*  -• 

Tha  Aif  FC'f  *  racodhiia*  tha.  •  .  <jr. «  f  .  t' an »  a  vr-w-n...  ,  a 

e4o*ufa  » -  -  i.  n*.#  v;r.  t  h#  iocA*  co-aan^n ,  t  .  AA  .  and  .t  -a  t  * 
Porca  ’  •  qoa  •  t  <i  <  l*t  a  ;  oaur  aa  a  a  ri ;  |  and  a  f  f  .  .  **  *  .  v 


poaa.ti*  Tn*  radar  A.  M'S 


to  a*»iat,n-^  roa*-rT,i,** 


?  f  >  • »  ?  a  *■  ,  f  r «  a 


dapar  t  .aq  « t  ar  >  ar  *  .  .  ^  t  iaa  a  >  t  h  >  i  ai-  .a  (  ..i'.  ;  .  >  «'  d  1. 1  .  .  « 

•Rtarpr.aaa  ma  ara  ^r.  *h*  pr^K'aaa  cS  da  v  nq  «  r  arrant  a 

diapcsai  p.an  whicn  attaapt*  tu  &aianta  tha  na»d«  .;■  t  kv 


co**un;t,-  tna  ah’,  i  r  o-n*anT  a ;  <hr.*#quan 
dacjaion.  aM  tha  n«*-i*  c  f  tha  Ait  Porta 


Conqfa**  h*» 


.f  pfOS.da'5  atart  «f  ,?4 


»»pia»arr  »?:  io*-  of  tna  r  aa  .  .qn*>aht »  and  v.c*«r 


ravanua*  frea  propart;  ta^aa 


w»«d  t  r.  offaat  <  h*  f.-hd,hta 


Documant  1 


;prpCBTER'$  NOTC.  Slida  <  Diapoaal 

cons idarat ion*  ; 

Tha  diapoaal  of  proparty  la  accoapiiahad  in  a  thraa  part 
pLanninq  procasa  Mhich  ihcladaa: 

firat,  tha  Air  forca'*  praparatton  of  an  tnvironaantai 
lapact  Statanant .  Thia  atataaant  analysaa  tha  vanoua  raaaonabia 
disposal  and  rauaa  altarnativaa  for  tha  Bata 

Sacond,  tna  coaaunity'a  plan  for  tha  futura  uaa  of  tha 


And  finally,  tha  Atr  Forca**  diapoaal  plan  Mhich  anaiytaa 
tha  various  disposal  options.  Tha  dispoaa!  plan  la  baaad  on  « 
thorough  raai  astata  analyaia  of  ’’ha  Basa  and  raqioh.  raoult* 
froa  tha  Cnv ironaanta i  Tapact  Stataaant,  mtaraat  shovn  by  otnar 
fadaral  Aqancias,  and  inputs  froa  tha  Coaaumty  Raus« 
Orqsn i Ast ion . 

Tha  EIS  procasa  culainstas  Mjth  tha  i*suanca  of  a  racord  !;f 
daciSion  which  docuaant*  tha  dacisions  for  tha  disposal  of  *h# 
raal  proparty,  and  spacifiaa  what  anvironaantai  aitiqations  may 
ba  naadad  to  protact  human  haalth  and  tna  anvironaant  a*  a  raault 
of  tha  disposal  and  rausa  dacisions  salactad. 

(REPORTER'S  NOTE:  Slid#  #«  -  Oitposal  daciSlon  j 
tJndar  currant  lav,  othar  fadaral  aqancias  and  hoaalass 
aaaiatanca  providar#  must  ba  qivan  priority  coneidarat  loh  m  tha 
visa  and  acquistticn  of  axcaas  Basa  raal  proparty.  It  la  tha  Air 


forca'*  policy  Ic  .r.fprs  tha  local  '•oaswr.t)  raprasant  at  *  v**  rf 
any  aapraaaad  intaraat  fro*  tha  fadar*:  aoa'^v  laa  f't  hi->»#ia»* 
asaiatanca  proviJara  m*  ancouraqa  •»:  par*.;**  t  r.;  <  j  i  «t  a 

opaniy  with  aarh  ofnar  tha  diapoaa-  planning  prr>r#*» 

It  ano-^id  ha  n;>t*d  that,  fadatai  adanc^a*  qa'^ara.iy  wrvf  * 
tha  coaaunjty  to  solicit  support,  for  t  h* ,  r  pr^iposa/  ^ s'.quira 
proparty.  Nor*ov*r.  it  haa  baan  tha  Ajr  Fnrea’s  a*p*r**r*>-*  ».h*» 
svch  u»a*  for  s  pf.rt.on  c'  tna  proparty  *n.d  f*.-  *- 


accoa*od*r  ,  •,  » 


tha  ant-.r#  Basa 


v*rs}i;  r.ciaawnjty  «  pia'^rimd  f, 


In  'ja-'sral,  tha  d.spoaai  optiO^*  Mr*  'adarsi  a-jancy 
tisr.afar*:  public  banafit  nonvayanra  t  n  *ts**«  »^air  pv.-.  .  ,  ♦  ,  . 

subd  IV  is  « ong  *nd  a  i  i  q  j  b  I  a  nenpr  of  '•  t  i  '^*1  •'arj at 

salas  to  putriic.  sqancia*  fer  public  purp-^aas  .•■ -.at.-af  . »  .  vj> 

sAlas  to  'h*  qanarai  pubi;'* 

-•  REFT.RTf.R*  S  NOTE  r'ro\at»r.r  eff 
Th#  laws  and  r  aqm  st  i  n'^s  qov*r''in.o  dvsposa;  -i-  .«••. 

a  riqid  priority  for  diaposAl.  but  provida  i  ,  ^.r-: '=-t  . 

aqant  with  t.h*  broa-d  d  » sc  r  at  » on  “-acassA  ?■  >■  *■  c  , 

fadarsi  ra»i  propar’.y  .•^tarasts  sra  -JiSr-c.sa-*  r  . c-* 
and  affactiva  aanrar 

Tharaf  or  a  t  ha  Sa-  ratary  of  ♦'t-a  A.r  for -  a  •,  'la-,in  -  •••■»' 


actual  mat  hod  of  d»*t*os»’i 


r  i  "A  ,  » ;  s  n-  «-s  ,  da 


docusantad  m  rha  rarord  of  da'- 


Th#  last  s.;h’ 
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xi 

1  •nviron»«nt«i  cleen-up.  Th«  Atr  force  coaoittted  to  ci«enir>9 

2  up  ell  Areaa  conteatneteci  by  p««t  Air  force  Activities.  en4 
)  protecting  tbe  heelth  end  sefecy  ot  the  publ ic  end  eny  future 

4  owners  of  CeKer  Air  force  ftese.  Clesn-up  Activities  era 

5  continuin<7,  end  Additions!  atudies  ere  undorusy  which  wiH  fully 

6  chArscterire  contAsinstion  of  All  other  sites  to  detersine  the 

7  best  sesns  cc  clean  the*  up. 

$  It  Should  be  clear  that  if  contAHinatad  areas  ara  not  raady 

^  for  disposal  at  the  tiee  of  closure,  the  Air  force  will  not 

10  convey  ownership  until  tns  property  Is  suitabls  for  transfer.  On 

11  other  parcels,  ve  nay  raquira  eaaaeents  and  a  riqhta  of  entry,  to 

12  prevent  lonq-tera  qroundweter  sonitorinq  and  treatsent. 

13  Nevertnelaes.  despite  he  Air  Force's  comiteenta  to  ciaaninq  up 

14  all  past  contssinatad  sraaa  and  protactinq  the  public,  wa  do  not 

15  aspect  any  claan-up  activities  to  delay  the  rauaa  of 

16  uncontasinatad  property  at  Eaher  Air  force  Beae 

17  ThanA  you  for  the  opportunity  to  Mat  with  you  this  avaninq. 
It  Now.  I'd  Ilka  to  turn  the  saatinq  back  to  Liautanant  Colonel 

19  Starr-  Thank  you. 

20  LXBUTBNAHT  COLONEL  STARR: 

21  Thank  you.  Mr.  Aafaky.  Now.  Liautanant  Colonel  Cary 

22  Bauaqartal  will  addrasa  the  environaantal  process. 

23  (REPORTER'S  NOTE:  Slide  #l  -  Environaantal 

24  process.) 

25  LIEUTENANT  COLONEL  BAUMCARTEL: 


Doeunrwnt  1 

1  proposal,  and  one  of  the  alternatives  devsloped  for  study  by  ths 

2  Air  Porsa,  included  aviation  coaponants-  Ous  to  the  potential 

3  for  an  aviation  reuse  of  the  Base,  the  federal  Aviation 

4  Adainistrat ion.  Southwest  Reqicn,  was  invited,  and  subsequently 

5  aqrecd  to  become  a  cooperatinq  aqency  in  the  preparation  of  the 

6  SIS. 

7  After  acopinq,  we  collected  the  necessary  data  and  conducted 
S  the  analysis.  The  Draft  Environaantal  lapact  stataaent  was  filed 
9  with  the  U  S.  Environaentai  Protection  Aqency  on  July  I7th  of 

10  this  year. 

11  (REPORTER'S  NOTE;  Slide  07  -  Public  coaaent 

12  period. ) 

13  In  addition  to  toniqht's  haarinq.  written  comsents  on  the 

14  Draft  Environaantal  lapact  Statesent  will  continue  to  be  accepted 

15  St  this  address  shown  on  this  line  until  September  tth  of  this 

16  year.  After  the  cossent  period  ia  over,  we  will  evaluate  all 

27  coaiuints,  both  written  and  oral,  and  perform  additaonal  anaiysie. 

16  or  chanqe  the  Environmental  lapact  StataMnt  where  neceesary. 

19  Aqain,  aa  in  the  acopinq.  in  the  acopinq  proceee.  equal 

20  consideration  will  be  qiven  to  all  coasMinta,  whether  they're 

21  presented  her*  toniqht  or  aeiled  prior  to  September  ith.  1992. 

22  Coaaents  received  after  Septeaber  tth  cannot  ba  conaldered 

23  in  the  Final  Environnantal  lapact  Statement  beceuee  of  the 

24  schedule  constraintc  And  once  the  review  proceee  is  coaplats, 

25  we  will  produce  a  final  Environmental  Impact  .StatsMht,  achedulad 


1 « 

1  Thank  yOu,  Lieutenent  Colonel  itarr.  e-er  ;  sr 

2  Lieutenant  colonel  eery  Beuaqartel  ttum  the  A.t  force  ;;..r 

I  Cnvironaeneei  Ekcel  lence  at  BrooKa  Air  force  heae  ,.n  TeA4» 

4  orqaniration  le  conpuccinq  the  Env  ^  ronaenx  a  i  lsp«>.t 

5  Proceas  for  the  diapoaa!  and  reuaa  of  Eakar  Air  ioc.*  (>«»• 

6  well  as  for  other  Air  force  mataliationa  eandaied  fu  -r  t-*. 

7  raaliqnsd  durmq  Rcwnd  M  under  the  Baae  Cloa^r*  «na  »' *. 

t  Act . 

9  Toniqnc,  !  wili  preaant  the  achsduie  for  this  Inw .roneerT « ; 

10  Impact  Ai^aiy0ia  Procese.  and  show  the  public  coaaent  pattoc 

11  fite  into  the  echedule  !'ll  also  discuss  the  scope  of  tn* 

12  study,  the  ralationehip  between  the  Cnv  i  ronasrt  a . 

13  Stateaertt,  which  I'll  refer  to  ae  the  EIS.  and  the  Soc ,  oacc'/tr .  c 

14  study.  Last,  1  will  present  the  reaulta  of  Sut  ar«.,e.«  tf 

15  rsaourca  cataqory 

16  (REPORTER'S  NOTE;  Projector  off  . 

17  In  October.  1991.  Che  Notice  cf  intent  to  Prepaia  an  C;$  for 

IB  Diepoaal  and  Reuse  was  published  in  the  federal  Retj<«7ar  A 

19  acopinq  aestinq  was  held  in  these  chaabere  on  October 

20  to  receive  public  input  on  e  scope  of  issues  to  be  addreeead  .r 

21  the  EnvironMntal  lapsct  Statement,  and  to  identify  rsuce 

22  alternatlvea  and  laauas  related  to  property  disposal 

23  Ourinq  the  ecopinq  proceea.  our  office  received  .npwt  froe 

24  the  public,  as  well  a*  cMprehensiva  reuse  propose,  fre^e  the 

25  Blythevi  I  le-Cosnel  I  OevelopMnt  Authority,  or  BCDA  Tne  B';C/A 

D^ument  1 

ta 

1  for  completion  in  Moveaber  of  1992,  end  asii  it  to  all  those  or 

2  the  oriqinel  Draft  Environments!  Ispsct  Statesent  Distfjbutson 

3  List.  If  you  are  not  on  our  aeillnq  list,  then  you  can  request 

4  a  copy  by  writinq  to  this  tase  addrsas. 

5  The  fine!  Environaentai  lapact  Stataaent  will  include 

6  comments  rsceived  durtnq  the  public  period,  and  our  responees  to 

7  those  comment s. 

B  if  appropriate,  we  will  qroup  coamente  into  cateqoriea  aiv) 

9  respond  accordmqly  Dapendinq  on  the  number  and  divera.ty  of 

10  coaaents.  or  the  need  to  conduct  additional  anAiy*<».  vhe 

11  Environments  1  lapact  Statement  consists  of  a  aeparate  volume  a» 

12  a  coapanion  to  the  Draft  Environments!  lepact  statenert .  s - h 

1)  will  include  the  public  comments  and  response  'nit 

14  appendices.  The  document  will  serve  ae  an  input  for  rnn  rw'cr-j 

15  of  decision  which  will  document  ^'he  derieion  by  the  A;r  f'-rr# 

16  As  you  )uet  neard  from  Mr.  Aefeky,  other  s' 

17  conetderat  ion*  of  other  laeuee  beaidee  thoea  addrease7  ; 

If  Environmental  impact  Statammnt  will  enter  into  the  f-''*. 

19  decision.  We  aspect  to  accoeplieh  the  record  r.f 

20  December  of  1992. 

21  (REPORTER'S  NOTF.'  Projector  c(f  ., 

22  The  Draft  Env)  ronmenta  i  lepact  StatA*er.t  trepArol  • 

23  coaply  With  the  Hationai  Environmental  Poliry  Act  anrj  -:ur-;  ; 

24  on  Environmental  OuaJity  Requiation*  were 

25  reduce  the  nsedlesa  built,  write  in  plain  ijinquatje  - 
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If 

1  thos*  issues  that  are  clearly  related  to  the  environaent.  end  to 

2  inteqrate  with  other  docuaents  required  as  part  of  the  decision 

3  saKinq  procass-  Reuse  alternatives  that  were  developed  durinq 

4  the  scoping  process  were  individually  analyzed  to  provide  an 

5  environsental  cosparison. 

6  the  analysis  focuass  on  ispacts  to  tha  natural  snvironsent 

7  that  say-  occur  as  direct  raault  of  the  Base  disposal  and  reuse. 

8  or  indirectly  through  changes  in  the  coeeunity.  Reeourcaa 

9  evaluated  are  soils  and  qsoloqy;  water.  Doth  surfece  and 

10  groundwater;  air  quality;  noise;  biological  resources;  end 

11  cultural  resources. 

12  indirect  changes  to  the  cosAunity  that  provide  seasures 
i:)  against  which  env ironsenta  1  ispacts  could  be  anslytsd  included 

14  changes  to  the  local  esploysent  and  population,  land  use  and 

15  aesthetics,  transportat ion .  and  cosaunity  utility  services. 

16  tn  addition,  the  following  issues  related  to  current  ad 

17  future  sanaqcnant  of  hazardous  wastes,  hazardous  sateriale  end 

10  wastes  are  discussed  in  the  document;  hazardous  materiels 

19  nanagemant,  the  Air  Force's  installation  rastoration  program, 

20  asbastos,  pesticide  usage,  polychlorinated  biphenyls  or  PCBs, 

21  radon,  an  sedical  or  biohazardous  wasta  sanagament. 

22  If,  as  a  result  of  our  enelysis,  it  was  determined  that 

2}  substantial  adverse  envircnaantal  impects  would  occur  through 

24  implementation  of  a  reuse  alternative,  potentiel  mitigation 

25  measures  ware  identified  and  included  in  the  document . 


Document  1 

If 

1  alternative  is  presented  to  give  the  reader,  or  the  person 

2  reviewing  tonight,  only  a  general  idea  of  the  action.  Each  of 

3  the  alternatives  contains  numerous  activities  which  may  not  be 

4  included  in  the  title. 

5  (REPORTER’S  ROTE:  Slide  /J  -  Proposed  ection.) 

6  This  figure  shows  the  Lend  usee  for  the  proposed  ection. 

7  The  focus  of  the  proposed  action  is  tha  reuse  of  existing 

0  aviation  related  facilities  to  establish  a  general  aviation 

9  facility.  Commuter  service  and  sir  cargo  operations  would 

10  constitute  a  small  percentage  of  aircreft  operations.  The 

11  airfield  would  slso  be  used  for  pilot  training,  aircraft 

12  maintenance,  military  operations,  and  as  a  waather  alternative 

13  site  for  air  carriers. 

14  ^'on-av  lat  lon  portions  of  the  Bess  include  industnel, 

15  institutional.  commercLal,  residential,  public  or  recreation, 

16  which  includes  the  archasological  end  open  specs.  end 

U  agricultural. 

ij  The  inatitutionai  use  includes  the  alert  facility  which 

19  would  be  used  as  a  training  academy  for  emergency  response 

20  personne 1 . 

21  Aviation  related  land  use  areas  are  indicated  in  blue. 

22  Industrial  amas  are  shown  in  brown.  The  associated  non-eviation 

23  land  uses  proposed  for  other  portions  of  the  Base  properly 

24  include  commercial  areas  shown  in  red-  The  inst itut lona 1  arees 
26  are  shown  in  pink.  The  residential  areas  are  shown  in  yellow 


IS 

1  As  1  mentioned  ssriier,  tnis  Draft  EnvironsMinca;  impact 

2  Statement  focuses  on  the  impacts  to  tha  natural  anvironmant  mat 

3  may  occur,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  from  the  dispoaa;  ano 

4  reuse  of  Eaker  Air  Force  Baas.  Tha  document  addrasses 

5  aocioeconoeic  fsetora,  whera  thare  le  a  relationahip  between  Baee 

6  disposal  and  the  changas  to  eocioecohomic  conditiona  that  eouid 

7  result  in  ispacts  to  the  natursl  environment. 

•  Our  orgemtation  has  recently  produced  a  separate 

*  socioeconomic  study  that  is  net  required  under  the  wat.&na. 

10  Environmental  Policy  Act.  It  describee,  m  greater  dataH.  now 

11  diapoaal  and  reuse  of  Eater  Air  force  Base  may  aconoaicaU> 

12  affect  tha  surrounding  eras.  Specifically,  the  socioeconoeic 

13  study  addrsaaas  the  following  factors  for  seen  of  the  reuse 

14  sltsrnat  ivas:  population,  ssiployment,  housing,  public  finance. 

15  education,  government,  police  end  fire,  medical,  recrealior. 

16  transportation,  and  utilities. 

17  Copies  of  this  document  were  recently  provided  to  «•> 
IB  fmderel,  state  and  local  offtciala.  and  are  available  for  review 

19  at  librenae  in  the  area.  This  document  will  alao  be  forwarded 

20  to  the  deciaion  maker  for  input  into  this  disposal  procjasa 

21  Row,  I  would  like  to  present  sn  overview  of  the  proposed 

22  action  and  altarnativaa  that  have  bean  analyzed.  And  aftarwarda, 

2)  I  will  present  a  syrvopaia  of  the  results  of  tha  analysis  by 

24  resource  category. 

25  Plaasa  nets  that  the  nomenclature  or  title  of  each 
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1  Public  and  recreational  areas  are  shown  in  light  gr  -n.  snd  the 


2  agricultural  areas  are  shown  in  the  dark  green. 

3  (REPOItTER'S  iKTTt:  Slide  #4  --  General  aviation 


4  alternative. ) 

5  This  figure  ehove  tha  land  uses  for  tha  general  aviation 

6  alternative.  The  focus  of  this  plsn  is  once  agsm  on  s  general 

7  evistien  facility.  The  primary  difference  from  the  proposed 

•  action  include  tha  use  of  s  shorter  runway,  fewer  flights,  and 

9  smeller  aircraft. 

10  More  rseidantial  use  is  proposed  for  the  new  resident  <4  i 

11  development  to  be  locsted  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  Base,  once 

12  sgsin.  the  aviation  land  use  is  shown  in  blue  industrial  use  ts 

13  shown  in  brown.  Commercial  sraaa  are  shown  m  red 

14  Institutional  arses  ars  shown  in  pink,  residanttai  sr  yeiiow 

15  Public  and  recreational  areas  are  light  green  and  agriruUural 

14  le  in  dark  green. 

17  (REPORTER'S  ROTE:  Slide  #5  -  hor  Av  :  at  i  t'r. 

10  Alternative. i 

19  This  figure  shows  the  land  uses  for  the  nor'-a-- ;  a  t  i 

20  alternative.  Under  this  plan,  tha  Base's  «irti9i<i  «nd 

21  aviation  related  facility  would  be  reused  for  indv>R!:r,A. 

22  purposes,  snd  that's  shown  m  brown.  The  commercjai  pub.u  and 

23  recreational,  rseidantial  aruj  met  » tut  i  on*  i  are  heif'q  «howr> 

24  red,  light  green,  yellow  and  pink,  respert  i  v# !  y  r'j’i. 

25  notice  that  a  large  portion  of  the  Base  woujd  be  i  ; 
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Agricultural,  a9ain  in  th*  dark  ^raan. 

(REPORTER'S  NOTE:  Slida  #7  -  No  Action 
Aitarnat iv«) 

Aa  raquirad  by  tha  National  Environaantal  Policy  Act.  tha 
No-Action  aitarnativa  was  alao  avaiuatad.  No-action  aitarnativa 
raaulcs  in  tha  Air  Forca  rataininq  control  of  tha  Baaa  proparty 
after  closure.  Tha  proparty  would  be  cloaad  and  aaintainad  in  a 
condition  to  pravant  datanorationa.  An  operating  location  taaa 
would  be  providad  to  anaura  Basa  aacurity  and  aaintananca  of 
grounds  and  phyaical  aaaata,  including  tha  aaiating  utilitiaa  and 
structuraa . 

X  would  now  Ilka  to  present  tha  raaulta  of  our  analyaia  that 
are  prasantad  in  tha  Draft  £1S.  Tha  proposed  action  and  all  tha 
aitarnativaa  wars  analyzad  to  tha  aaaa  laval  of  detail.  Tha 
baaalina  conditions  aasunad  for  tha  purpose  of  analyaia  are  tha 
conditiona  projected  at  cloaura,  or  Oacaabar  13th,  1492-  The 
following  alidaa  show  tna  coaparativa  impacts  among  tha  rauaa 
altarnatiyaa,  excluding  the  no-action  alternative 

(REPORTER'S  NOTE:  Slide  0$  -  Employmanti 

Radavalopmant  of  tha  baas  will  be  banaPicial  to  tha  regional 
economy.  In  addition  to  tha  direct  jobs  on  site,  a  aubatantial 
number  of  indirect  )oba  will  be  craatad  throughout  tha  region. 
Thsk.  additional  jobs  will  incraaaa  regional  aarninga,  inccma, 
and  spending.  Employment  would  be  phased  over  a  twenty  year 
radavalo^ant  pariod. 
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«} 


9 

10 


12 

13 


17 

IB 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 
23 


approximately  two  hundred  and  alavan  thousand  aavan  hundred 
(211,700)  in  tha  year  2013.  Rauaa  activities  at  tha  baas  over 
the  same  period  could  further  incraaaa  tha  population  by  three 
thousand  sight  hundred  (3,800)  to  alavan  thousand  (11,000) 
people,  depending  on  tha  alternative  aelectad.  This  rapraaenta 
a  two  to  five  percent  incraaaa  in  tha  area's  ongoing  population 
growth. 

(REPORTER'S  NOTE;  Slida  0\O  •  Land  Use  and 
Aaathatica) 

Land  uses  in  tha  various  davalopment  aitarnativaa  are 
generally  conaiatant  with  zoning  presently  in  axiatanca  around 
tha  Baas.  Tha  type  and  number  of  aircraft  axpactad  to  use  tha 
airfield  will  result  in  raducad  noiaa  lavaia  off  baas,  as 
compared  to  tha  Air  Force  operations  whan  tha  basa  was  fully 
activated,  and  could  allow  other  land  uaae  to  be  developed  in 
theaa  areas.  Retention  and  rauaa  of  moat  axiating  facilitiaa 
will  occur.  In  addition,  little  change  will  be  axperiancad  in 
tha  general  appearance  of  tha  bass. 

(REPORTER'S  NOTE:  Slida  #11  -  Vehicle  traffic) 

Tha  radavalopmant  of  Eakar  Air  Force  Base  will  affect  local 
and  regional  transportation  networks.  Rauaa  of  tha  Baas  will 
incraaaa  traffic  on  artariai  roads  near  the  Base,  aapecially 
Stats  Highway  13i  and  Stats  Highway  IBl. 

This  graph  shows  tha  eatisatad  number  of  average  daily 
trips,  pro)ectad  to  tha  year  2013.  ganaratad  by  each  of  tha  rauaa 


22 

1  The  graph  shows  an  incraaas  in  emp:oyeent  .n  tr.*  r*<^jon  or 

2  influence,  due  aoialy  to  tsaaa  acv  ivxCiea  ai  tra  Baa»  o ca-j 

3  througn  the  year  20iJ.  Tne  regic-.n  of  inr,^j«nca  trv* 

4  counties  aasusad  to  be  scat  affacted  by  raose  tn«  baa*  and 

3  include  Craighead,  Craane.  and  Niaaiasippi  10%.  .•-  Ar>a.naaa, 

a  OunXlm  and  Pasiacot  Countiea  in  Missouri 

7  Tha  coseunitiaa  of  Biythevi'is  and  Coana::  ar«  to 

B  experience  tne  largest  incrsaaea  in  sMpioysenT  Lapending  r^r-.  the 

9  rauaa  alternative  followad,  activities  at  the  &«»«■  ra»a;t 

10  in  an  additional  five  Choueand  nine  hundred  to  over  nine 

11  thousand  aavan  hundred  {9.700;  direct  and  secondary  :c.c-8  ir.  tne 

12  area  by  tha  year  201).  This  increase  translates  to  «r>  increased 

13  growth  in  tha  local  )ob  market  of  five  to  eight,  percent  by  the 

14  year  20i). 

13  (REPORTER'S  NCTTE:  Slide  #9  -  Popu.at.gr 

IB  Radavalopmant  activitiaa  and  )ob  growth  in  the  area  are  also 

17  axpactad  to  lead  to  population  in'Sigration  to  the  region  Tne 

It  greetaat  number  of  people  are  expected  tc  locate  withir 

19  Miaaimaippt  County.  The  communities  of  Blythevine  and  Goanel: 

20  are  likely  to  axparianca  the  largsat  incraaasa  in  popuiatior.. 

21  This  graph  shows  tha  increase  in  population  within  tha 

22  region  of  influence,  due  aoiaiy  to  rauaa  activitiaa  at  the  Base 

23  pro)actad  through  2013.  :n  the  same  period,  other  growth  m  the 

24  region,  excluding  growth  due  to  rauaa  activitiaa  at  the  Base,  is 

25  expected  to  incraaaa  the  population  by  three  percent  tc 
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14 

1  elternatlvam.  Tha  number  of  daily  tripe  to  ard  from  the  Baas 

2  would  range  from  aixtaan  thousand  six  hundred  iB.BCOi  wndar  the 

3  Canarel  Aviation  Aitarnativa,  to  over  twanty^ftve  thousand 

4  (29.000)  under  tha  proposed  action  by  the  year  201.) 

9  Depending  upon  the  radavalopmant  aitarnativa  laplemented. 

B  additions  and  upgrades  to  tha  traneportation  network  aey  be 

7  raguired.  A  ma^or  concern  wiU  be  providing  proper  access  tc  the 

•  Base- 

9  fREPORTER’S  NOTE:  Slid#  ilJ  -  A.rrraft 

10  Operational 

11  Tha  runway  and  accompanying  racilitiea  are  incorporated  mto 

12  two  of  tha  prospective  radavalopmant  a J tar nat i ves  This  graph 

13  ehowa  tha  level  of  annual  air  operations  projected  through  the 

14  year  2O13  for  each  plan.  For  reference,  approx  mat  •<  y  fourtaer. 

15  thousand  five  hundred  (14,300)  flight  operatinrs.  '.‘orsistiog 

14  primarily  of  bomber,  cargo  and  training  flights,  occ-urretl  at 

17  Eakar  Air  Force  Basa  in  1990.  By  2011.  the  nueber  of  annua;  nr 

XB  operations  would  incraaaa  to  about  sixty  thojaand  fiv»»  hyn-jre-i 

19  (40,500)  under  the  proposed  action,  and  forty-si*  r:>'o^.sand 

20  hundred  (44,100)  under  the  General  Aviatior  '.tarratjv* 

21  Operations  for  the  proposed  action  would  incLuda  a  if  ga'^ara: 

22  aviation,  cargo  and  aviation  aaintananca  and  training  r.-aff.r 

23  The  General  Aviation  Alternative  would  serve  enjf  genera. 

24  aviation  needs.  The  number  of  oparattona  under  both  a  a  ter'^at  , 

23  la  not  axpactad  to  exceed  the  airapaca  capacity  of  ♦-e  req.o'' 
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1  (RCPORTCII'S  NOTE:  SUd«  #11  « 

2  ll4K}«v«lopMrt  of  S«k«r  Air  rorc«  will  pJ«c«  dM«nd«  on 

3  local  utility  ftyataas  including  watar,  waatawatar.  aolid  waata 

4  diapoaal,  alactricity  and  natural  qaa- 

5  This  tabla  ahova  tha  projactad  utility  daaand  incraaaaa  in 

6  tha  raqion  for  aach  of  tha  rauae  altarnativaa.  Aa  a  rafaranca. 

7  tha  flrat  coluan  ahowa  tha  total  local  purvayor  raqional  daaanda^ 

8  proiactad  to  tha  yaar  2013.  without  any  rauaa  of  tha  6aaa.  For 

9  inatanca,  tha  total  watar  daaand  in  tha  raqion  of  influanca  la 

10  projactad  to  Da  3.49  million  qallona  par  day  by  2013. 

n  Tha  othar  thraa  coluana  ahow  tha  incraaaaa  in  utility  daaand 

12  aaaociatad  with  aach  altarnativa  in  tha  yaar  2013.  For  axaapla. 

13  undar  tha  propoaad  action,  tha  total  raqional  watar  daaand  la 

14  projactad  to  ba  1.2  aillion  qallona  par  day  hiqhar  than  tha 

15  raqional  daaand  without  rauaa  of  tha  Baaa. 

16  For  all  of  tha  utilltiaa  undar  all  of  tha  altarnativaa. 

17  incraaaaa  in  daaand  ranqa  from  laaa  than  two  parcant  for 

18  alactricity  to  a  high  of  forty-four  and  a  half  parcant  for  solid 

19  waata  disposal. 

20  infrastructural  chanqaa  would  ba  raqulrad  to  adaquataly  aaat 

21  tha  projactad  daaand  undar  tha  altarnativaa.  Radaaiqn  or 

22  raconf iquration  may  ba  nacaaaary  for  aoaa  utilitiaa  to 

23  accoaaodata  particular  uaar  ralatad  daaanda.  Individual  aatarinq 

24  would  naad  to  ba  inatallad  at  most  locations. 

25  (REPC  'CP'S  NOTE:  Slida  #14  -  Haxardoua 
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1  atrueturaa,  during  Saaa  rauaa.  will  raquirt  tha  coaplianca  with 

2  applleabla  fadaral.  atata.  and  local  raguiationa  concarninq 

3  asbaatoa  containing  aatariaia. 

4  Polychlorinatad  Biphanyl  coapounda.  caUad  PCBa.  vara  onca 

5  uaad  axtansivaly  in  alartrical  aquipaant.  PacanC  laqialation  haa 

6  put  atrinqant  raqulations  on  tha  aanufactura,  diatrlbution  and 

7  uaa  of  PCBa,  bacausa  PCBa  ara  now  claasifiad  as  a  carcinoqanic 

8  aqant.  All  fadarally  raqulatad  PCB  and  PCB  contaainatad 

9  aquipaant  ownad  by  tha  Air  Forca  haa  baan  rasovad  from  aarvica, 

10  and  proparly  diapoaad  of. 

11  And  finally,  tha  axploaiva  ordinanca  ranqa  will  ba  claarad 

12  prior  to  disposal. 

13  (RCPORTCP'S  NOTE:  Slida  #15  -  Soils  and  Gaoloqy) 

14  Potantisl  impacts  to  soils  and  qaoloqy  st  Eskar  Air  Forca 

15  Basa,  undar  tha  altarnativaa.  would  ba  dua  principally  to  ground 

16  disturbanca  associatad  with  naw  construction.  ones  chat 

17  construs^tion  is  coapiata,  most  sraas  would  ba  covarad  or 

IS  landscapad.  raducinq  tha  aroaion  potantial.  Tha  amount  of  ground 

19  disturbanca.  dua  to  tha  Ganarsl  Aviation  Altarnativa.  would  ba 

20  subatantially  hiqhar  dua  to  naw  raaidantlal  construction. 

21  Agricultural  and  construction  usas  would  ainimally  altar  tha  soil 

22  profilaa,  and  would  hava  littla  affact  on  tha  local  topography. 

23  (REPORTER'S  NOTE:  Slida  #1«  •  Watar  Rasourcas) 

24  Groundwatar  baaina  within  tha  raqion  currantly  provida  aoat 

25  of  tha  potabla  watar  for  uaa  at  Eakar  and  surrounding  araaa. 


24 

1  Matarials/Waeta  Nanagsaant; 

3  Ths  Air  forca  is  conducting  invastigat ions  to  iOant.r/ 

3  chsractarixa  and  raaadiata  anvironaantal  conteamat  icr  on  fejter 

4  Air  Forca  Basa  that  haa  raaultad  from  paat  act :  ora  Th  ^  a 

5  coaprahanaiva  affort  is  callad  Tha  Inatalial  ion  Pastoratior. 

6  Program 

7  Raaadial  activitiaa  will  ba  accoaplsahad  in  accordance 

8  applleabla  fadaral  and  stata  lava  and  raguiationa  some  initial 

9  raaadial  actions  will  ba  underway,  continuing  after  Beaa  cioaura 

10  Raaadiation  and  aonitonng  of  certain  sitea  at  the  Base  aay 

11  require  long-term  accasa  to  the  site  to  ensure  tha  succeaa  of  the 

12  remediel  ectione. 

13  Tha  Air  Force  will  taka  ail  nacaaaary  actions  for 

14  anvironaanta I  raaadiation  of  the  Baaa  to  protect  public  haaith 

15  and  tha  environment  Dead#  of  property  tranafar  uiii  contain 

16  this  asauranca.  and  ail  property  tranafars  will  be  conducted  in 

17  compliance  with  tha  Coaprahanaiva  Ehvironaanta 1  Reeponae, 

18  Companaation  and  Liability  Act  asaartad. 

19  Undargrouhd  atoraga  tanka  at  the  Baaa,  which  ara  not  m 

20  compliance  with  currant  raguiationa.  will  ba  deactivated  and 

21  ramovad  prior  to  diapoaal  of  tha  Baaa . 

22  An  aabaatoa  survey  will  ba  completed  on  Base  by  Septaabar. 

23  1992.  Asbestos  containing  materials  which  may  pose  a  threat  of 

24  ralaasa  will  ba  raaovad  or  managed  in  accordance  with  Air  Forca 

25  policy.  Renovation  or  daaoliiion  of  aabestos  containing 
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1  Total  water  oaaand  in  the  raqion  is  expected  to  reach  over 

2  thraa  thousand  nine  hundrsd  (3.900)  acra-feat  par  yaar  by  tha 

3  year  2013.  increased  demand  dua  to  tha  reuse  of  Caker  le 

4  expected  to  rang#  from  aa  auch  ea  thirteen  hundred  end  forty 

5  f  1.340}  scra-faat  par  year  for  tha  propoaad  action  to  five 

6  hundred  end  ninety  (990}  acra-faat  per  yeer  under  the  non- 

7  aviation  alternative.  Tha  existing  water  supply  in  tha  region  is 

8  adequata  to  seat  this  daaand.  However.  ; nf rastructura 1 

9  laproveaants  may  be  required  due  to  the  aging  distributvon 

10  aystaa. 

11  The  reuse  ectivitiaa  era  expected  to  comply  with  eppliceble 

12  federal  and  state  regulations  to  reduce  the  potential  to  affect 

11  tha  quality  of  groundwater.  inetelletion  restoration  program 

14  activitiaa  will  easure  that  contesinet ton  at  hazardous  materiai 

15  locations  is  remsdietad,  end  that  contamination  cannot  impact 

16  water  auppiies. 

IT  Surface  water  end  surface  dretnege  may  also  be  affevtad  t> 

19  reuse  activities  dua  to  construction  of  new  faciUtins  and 

19  infrastructure. 

20  (REPORTER'S  NOTE’  Slide  #1"  -  A-.r 

21  Pollutants  Analyzed  Graphic; 

22  Air  pollutant  aaiaaiona  dua  to  or  related  to  reuse  of  the 

23  Basa  would  include  carbon  monoxide,  nitrogen  djoviie.  suif.-r 

24  dioxide,  particular  eattar  lass  than  ten  air-ron*  m  dianetei 

25  which  ie  also  referred  to  as  PH17,  and  ozone,  which  is  fomed  ty 
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1  th«  r««ction  of  nitroqon  oxid«»  ftnd  r««ctiv«  organic  qasa*. 

2  £*k«r  Air  Fore*  Sa««  la  iocatad  in  th«  Horthaaat  Aricanaaa  Air 

3  quality  Control  Ragion.  which  la  in  attainaant  of  all  fadaral  and 

4  stata  air  quality  atandarda  for  aach  critaria  pollutant.  An 

i  attainaant  area  is  a  raqion  that  aaata  tha  national  aabiant  air 

6  quality  standards  for  a  critaria  pollutant  undar  tha  Claan  Air 

7  Act. 

•  (REPORTER'S  NOTE:  Slids  #17A  -  Air  Quality 

9  Pollutants  Analytad) 

10  Pollutant  aaissions  as  a  rasult  of  any  of  tha  rauaa 

11  altarnativas  would  produca  a  naqliqibla  lapact  on  tha  raqionai 

12  air  quality,  and  thus,  tha  araa  will  raaain  in  attainaant  of 

13  fadaral  and  stata  standards. 

14  (REPORTER'S  NOTE:  Slida  /la  >  Noiaa) 

15  No  paopla  will  ba  axposad  to  DHL  noiaa  lavals  of  sixty-fiva 

IS  daclbais  or  aora  froa  aircraft  activity  undar  tha  rauaa 

17  altarnativas.  ONL  ia  tha  Day-^Niqht  avaraqa  sound  laval  axpraaaad 

li  in  dacibala,  with  a  panalty  addad  to  account  for  incraaaad 

19  annoyanca  from  noisa  during  tha  night.  Slxty-fiva  dacibala  la 

20  aquivalant  to  noraal  apaach  at  thraa  faat.  Hoiaa  affaecs  ara 

21  basad  on  praaant  locationa  of  raaidancaa  and  tha  aaxiaua 

22  projacti^  noiaa.  Tha  Mxiaua  projactad  noiaa  affacta  would  occur 

23  in  tha  yaar  199R  for  tha  propoaad  action,  and  tha  yoar  2013  for 

24  tha  ganarai  aviation  altarnatlva.  Tha  aircraft  noisa  pro)sctions 

25  taka  into  account  tha  fadarally  aandatad  transition  to  quiatar 
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1  laplaaantation  of  rausa  altarnativaa  is  axpactad  to  offset 

2  lass  than  ona-half  acra  of  watlands.  Effaeta  could  sasily  ba 

3  aitigatad.  Biological  atudias  confira  that  tha  rauaa 

4  altarnativas  will  not  sffact  any  thraatanad  or  andangarad 

5  spacias. 

«  (REPORTER'S  NOTE:  Slid#  #20  >  Cultural 

7  Rasourcas.) 

8  Consultation  is  currant ly  undarway  with  tha  Arkansas  Stata 

9  Historic  Praaarvation  Officar,  concaming  tha  potantial 

10  significanc#  of  cultural  rasourcaa  at  tha  Baaa.  Nona  of  tha 

11  buildings  at  Eakar  Air  Porca  Basa  ara  considarad  aUgiblo  for  tha 

12  National  Ragistar  of  Historic  Placas. 

13  Tvsnty-ona  archaaological  sitas  hsva  baan  idantifiad  on 

14  Eakar  Air  Fores  Basa.  Ona  sita  haa  baan  datamlnad  significant 

15  or  aligibla  for  tha  National  Ragistar  of  Historic  Placas.  A 

IS  sacond  sita  has  baan  avaluatad  but  as  not  significant.  Only 

17  sitas  aligibla  or  potantially  aligibla  for  tha  National  Ragistar 

18  ara  aub^act  to  conaidarat ion  undar  fadaral  and  stata  law.  Tha 

19  raaaining  ninatsan  (19)  known  archaaological  sitas  on  tha  Basa 

20  hava  not  yat  baan  avaluatad  for  signif  icanca.  Thay  ara, 

21  tharafora.  considarad  potantially  aligibla  for  inclusion  on  tha 

22  National  Ragistar.  Ona  parcal  haa  racantly  baan  aurvayad,  and 

23  onca  analysis  is  coaplatsd.  ths  rasuits  of  that  invastigation 

24  Will  ba  incorporatad  into  tha  analyaia  of  potantial  lapacts. 

25  Potantial  ground  disturbanca  could  advarsaly  affact  aultipta 
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%  aircraft-  Also,  roadway  aagaanta  aay  sxparianca  inc^-aaead  no.ie 
2  lavals  dua  to  incraasad  aurfaca  traffic. 

J  (REPORTER'S  NOTE:  Slida  18A  -  Noisa  Conto^ra, 

4  Tha  land  araa  axpoaad  to  sixty-fiva  DHL  or  greater  tor 

5  aaxiauB  pro)actad  noiaa  will  rang#  froa  thirty^thres  (.i  acres 
€  undar  tha  ganarai  aviation  altarnativa  to  aix  nundrad  enc 

7  thraa  (433)  acraa  undar  tha  propoaad  action. 

a  (REPORTER'S  NOTE:  Slid#  #18B  '  Preclosure  Kui&c 

9  Contour) 

10  For  coapariaon,  praclosur#  ailitary  oparations  at  the  Base 

1 1  axpoaad  an  araa  of  ovar  fifty-savsn  thousand  savan  hundrad 

12  (57.700)  aersa  to  aixty-fiva  OHL  or  graatar. 

13  (REPORTER'S  NOTE:  Slida  #19  >  BiO.ogiCe. 

14  Rasourcaa) 

15  Analysis  of  biological  rasourcaa  at  Eakar  Air  Tcrce  Base 

14  inciudad  an  axplanation  of  potantial  lapacts  to  netive  end 

17  naturalitad  plants  and  aniaala,  thraatanad  or  andangared  apecias. 

18  and  aanaitiva  or  critical  habitats. 

19  Natlsnds  sra  considarad  a  uniqua  biological  raaourca.  They 

20  ara  daacribad  as  araaa  wnara  saturation  with  water  is  the 

21  doainant  factor  dataraining  tha  typas  of  plants  and  aniaais 

22  living  In  tha  araa.  A  total  of  fifty-four  (54>  acraa  of  watiShda 

23  occur  on  or  adjacant  to  tha  Baaa.  Thaaa  sitas  includa  tha 

24  Pamiscot  Bayou,  Tha  south  bank  and  cantral  portion  of  Ratorback 

25  Laka,  Laks  Prlda,  and  tha  aastarn  axtanaion  of  Ditch  25. 
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1  sitas  undar  ail  rausa  aitsrnstivas.  Nowsvar,  undar  tha  propoaad 

2  action,  tha  vast  as)ority  of  archaaological  sitas  lia  within  land 

3  usa  ronaa  that  ara  schadulad  for  alniaal  or  no  radavalopaant . 

4  Tha  graatast  potantial  for  iapact  froa  tha  ganarai  aviation  and 

5  non-aviation  altarnativas  is  dua  to  tha  substantial  areas 

4  proposad  for  agriculture. 

7  Potantial  lapscta  froa  conatruction  could  ba  aitigatad  ey 

4  avoidance  through  project  redesign.  data  recovery  or 

9  docuaantstlon.  Potential  lapacta  resulting  froa  farning 

10  practices  could  ba  aitigatad  by  raatricting  tha  sore  intansive 

11  agricultural  activitiaa. 

12  (REPORTER'S  NOTE;  Proiartor  off.) 

13  In  closing,  let  as  raaind  you  that  tha  study  iS  tn  e  draft 

14  stags.  Our  goal  la  to  provida  Air  force  decision  aakars  with 

15  accurate  information  on  tha  anvironaantal  consaquences  of  the 
14  rausa  proposals.  To  do  this,  wa  ara  soliciting  your  coasents  on 

17  tha  Draft  EIS.  This  information  will  support  inforsad  a  ;  «•  force 

18  decision  making. 

19  I'd  like  to  turn  tha  aaating  back  ovar  to  Lieutensr?  re iorei 

20  Starr. 

21  LIIUreNANT  COLONEL  STARR: 

22  Thank  you.  Colonel  Bauaqartai.  After  our  fifteen  -in.^*** 

23  racasa,  wa'll  move  .nto  the  aaxn  part  of  the  eeetmg  -rhi-.n  fne 

24  public  coaaant  portion.  He ‘re  now  in  recaas 

25  <RCP0»TER'.t  NOTE;  Off  tha  record  f'f 
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1  r«c**s ■ } 

2  LIEUTCNANT  COLOMCL  STUK: 

}  All  rk^nt.  h««rtng  will  com  b4ck  to  ordor. 

4  NOW,  w«  hava  aoaa  paopla  who  h«v«  Indicatatf  they  went  to  apeak. 

5  ror  thoae  ot  you  who  are  epeakiiHF,  when  X  call  on  you,  pleeee 

<t  state  your  naee  clearly  before  Mkin^  your  coa*ente.  Aleo, 

7  raeaebar  that  the  panel  aaabera  are  not  the  daciaion  aakere  on 

S  the  proposed  action  or  the  elternat ives . 

9  Finally,  if  you  need  any  mforeation  or  clarification  before 

10  eakinq  any  cosMnts,  the  panel  eeebera  will  try  to  answer  your 

11  questions. 

12  And  now.  we’ll  beqin  the  public  caeeent  period.  First.  I'd 

11  like  to  call  on  Nr.  Jonathan  Abbott. 

14  Nr  Abbott,  if  you  will  coee  down  to  the  podtue,  piaaae. 

11^  sir. 

16  HU.  JONATHAN  APSOTTr 

17  t  ae  Jonathan  Abbott.  Ny  eailinq  addraaa  la  Poet  Offica 

15  Box  974.  Biytheville.  7231S.  I  live  at  iloo  East  Neln  in 

19  Blythevilla.  I’e  hers  toniqht  as  a  eonearned  citisan/hiatorias. 

20  and  also  *s  a  eaeber  of  the  Base  Closure  Coeaittee,  Subcoeetttee. 

21  Historical  and  Education. 

22  J  havs  far  too  nueerous  cnee  ants  to  qo  on  record  in  five 

21  einutes  toniqht.  and  1  would  present  eoet  of  thea  in  writinq.  i 

24  would  like  to  bring  out  tonight  an  issue  that  has  been  near  and 

25  dear  to  ey  heart  for  tha  paat  eany  years,  and  that  is,  under 
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1  Ophelia  Made,  soee  years  ago.  Shs  was  a  historian,  ganealogiet 

2  in  this  part  of  tha  country.  Her  parants  and  her  people  lived 

3  for  eany.  eany  years  in  the  north  savbe.  ChicksMwba  area,  ae  we 

4  cell  It.  And  aoee  of  the  etetsMnts  she  eekee  in  there,  and  one 

5  which  egress  with  s  lot  of  the  work,  the  interviews  1  have  dene 

a  over  the  pest  thirty  or  so  years,  she  etetaa  that  there  wee 

7  possibly  up  to  five  thousand  burials  at  this  location.  I  don't 

a  knew  how  you  would  ever  prove  or  disprove  that,  but  to  say  that 

9  it  wee  a  larger  ceeetery  than  what  it  appaars  to  be. 

10  And  in  addition  to  that,  aha  did  a  reading  in  lass  of  the 

11  ceeetery  with  her  father,  who.  X  sight  add,  waa  present  end 

12  buried  eany  of  the  people  in  later  years  there,  ee  hie  father 

13  before  hie  had.  She  coees  up  with  e  total,  in  that  reading,  in 

14  196*,  of  a  hundred  and  fifty-three  stones,  and  a  hundred  and 

15  aeventy  graves.  That  was  whet  wea  present  at  the  ties.  The 

16  brief  stateaent  on  1-102  etstee  that  there  are  a  hundred  and 

17  ninetean  grsvaa,  and  ninety-two  still  hsving  legible  stones. 

)•  In  addition  to  that.  I  have  a  copy  of  a  paper  which  wea  put 

19  together  by  Nra.  Grace  Morphew  and  Mary  Halleark,  through  a 

20  nuaber  of  years,  resding  free  Mr.  Stovsll's  records,  Cobb's 

21  Funsial  HoM,  which  lists  an  additional  two  hundred  and  fifty 

22  burials.  These  are  in  addition  to  the  atones  thst  sre  thers. 

23  So.  wa  coee  up  with  a  total  of  five  hundred  and  twenty 

24  gravea  wersua  a  hundred  and  nineteen,  fair  incraaea. 

25  I  eight  also  add  that  Nra.  Grace  Morphew  did  an  independent 
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1  cultural  raaeurces.  the  Mew  Nope  CsMlery.  ae  it 'a  bean  referred 

2  to  in  the  Ore ft  stetaeent . 

^  3  It's  covered,  in  eoet  detail,  under  X.  on  page  and 

4  103.  Saeically  whet  te  covered  under  this  parttcuier  are*  a 

ei  »  brief  deecriptioft  of  whet  the  church  was,  end  the  ceeetery,  ano 

a  I  have  aoee  probiesM  with  aoee  or  the  wording  nere.  ano  i  wow>o 

7  like  to  )uet  insert  for  the  record,  so  that  possible  -hang** 

a  could  be  sede. 

9  On  peg#  1*X02.  the  brief  stateaent  says  that  this  three  acre 

10  parcel  vse  eeteblishod  ae  pert  of  the  Hew  hope  Charm  m  ss'5 

11  Of  the  one  hundred  end  nineteen  gravoe.  ninety-two  et  i  U  have 

12  legible  heedetones.  Burial  dates  range  froe  is*a  to  ]94i  ax i 

11  of  that  le  true  in  soea  reepectj  although  I  thina  the.  as  being 

14  e  local  person,  with  local  input,  weeds  aosM  c iar i f icat ion  :  a 
1$  placing  tn  the  boa  varioue  things  tonight-  One  or  thee  is  «n 

It  actual  copy  of  tha  description  of  the  land  transfer  in  it ’5  of 

17  the  property  froe  this  New  Hope  Church '  I n  that  deecr i pt  t  cn .  , t 

IB  eaya,  in  part,  that  le  to  say  the  lend  upon  which  New  Hope  enuren 

19  and  graveyard  is  now  loceCed.  The  stateaent  that  le  m  tn«  Draft 

20  BIB  etateeent  infara  that  the  graves  renge  froe  if 4a  to  :4a'. 

21  which  are  ectually  the  dates  thet  were  poeeibiy  on  the  stones 

22  But  the  records  of  Niaelssippi  County  indicate  Chet  there  wee  a 

23  ceaetery  in  use  in  October  of  1175. 

94  Aleo,  I  have,  to  turn  in  tonight,  copiea  of  part  of  the  boc>« 

25  which  wee  |^t  together  by  Nra  Jeff  Made,  also  known  aa  Hrs 
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1  reeding  in  the  early  aevantiaa  of  tha  esMtery  site,  and  aha  case 

7  up  with  a  hundred  and  forty-eight  atones  A  lot  of  this  «aa 

3  probsbly  the  dlffersncs  in  ths  resdings  or  tha  atones  was  based 

4  on  pereonel  knowledge.  ar«d  a  few  things  thet  appear  on  the  atone 

5  they  were  able  te  docipher.  froe  knowledge  of  the  past  Hra 

9  Morphew  had  a  long  running  history  with  the  ceoetery 

7  Mm,  in  addition  to  chat,  over  the  pest  ten,  fifteen  yaare. 

a  1  have  beon  the  oobudeatan.  t  guosa  you  would  say.  for  eooa  people 

9  at  the  Beee,  involved  in  public  relatioma  when  they  hava  has 

10  aoeetieea  irate  cititane  cope  through  and  want  to  know  what 

11  happened  to  the  esMtery.  There  has  been  nuoeroua  congresaionai 

12  Inquiries  aa  to  what  happened  to  the  ceeetery  quota,  quota  in 

13  py  years  of  ssseciatien  with  the  people  out  thers.  it  naa  becoee 

14  known  to  eo .  through  venous  eeurcee.  thet  in  the  original  taring 

15  or  g'  'Ing  or  whetever  you  can  call  it  of  tha  ceeetery  mriuOing 

la  into  the  Beee.  there  wee  an  original  survey  done  for  the  Air 

17  Force,  which  at  that  tiae  waa  probably  roferred  to  ae  c  $  Arsy 

IB  by  a  local  contractor.  And  since  it  waa  done  by  a  iorti 

19  contractor,  it  was  given  to  tha  Air  Force  or  the  Amy  or 

20  engineers,  whichever,  who  had  Juriedictton  at  the  t  lee.  anq  i3c 

21  not  have  a  copy  of  that  locally. 

22  Somm  Iteited  knowledge  into  this  says  that  therr  a«s  snee 

33  alghtaan  hundred  to  two  thousand  arttrieo  identified  «f  r he 

24  burial  sites.  How.  thst  could  have  bean  anything  frne  a 

25  I'e  sura,  to  a  full  blown  headstone.  Alan  what  iieitei 
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knowi«d43«  X  h«v«  of  thia  aurvoy,  atac«a  that  chara  «aa  aix  inehaa 
of  concrato  placad  ovar  tha  qravaa.  That'a  opan  tor  apaculatlon. 
what  that  waa.  1  <9o  know  chat  tha  ^rava  aitaa.  atenaa,  wara  iaitf 
down  and  ara  not  found,  whichavar  way  you  would  hava  it,  durinq 
tha  training  aaaaiona.  and  thay  wara  atood  up  at  a  latar  data 
Anyona  who  viaita  tha  araa  out  thara.  knowa  thay  ara  now  atandin^ 
call,  I  Bxoht  add.  draaaad  and  covarad,  deubla  apaead  apart  in 
all  diractxona.  Unfortunataly,  our  forafathara  did  not  draaa  and 
covar  Chair  ^ravaa  Military  atyla.  Haat  caaatariaa  in  tha  iiAOa, 
'70a.  'loa.  '90a.  wara  }uat  hithar  and  thara.  ]uat  howavar  thay 
fall. 

All  right.  I  hava  additional  ccaaontt  which  I  will  addraaa 
latar  aa  a  »a»bar  of  tha  hiatorieal.  tha  archaelogieal  aitaa,  and 
aapacially  concarning  3Kdl09,  which  la  tha  ona,  3  oaliava,  that 
la  undar.  or  haa  baan,  conaidaratloh  for  tha  National  Magiatar. 

anatiy.  thara  aaaaa  to  ba  aoao  diaerapanclaa  about  tha 
daacription  of  actually  whara  thia  la.  I  know  you  may  find  it 
hard  to  baliava,  but  thara  waa  aooa  oridinal  atatabonta  aada  by 
Profaaaor  Morria.  whan  ha  waa  aatad  whara  it  waa,  which  hava  net 
baan  followad  throuqh.  And  wa'ra  probably  taikinq  about  a 
twanty-fiva  to  thirty  acra  aspanaion  of  it.  or  turning  it  In  a 
diffarant  way  or  aooathlnq  lika  that. 

Again,  all  I'd  Uka  to  do  la  atraaa  that  Z  would  Ilka  to  aaa 
tha  aurvay  that  waa  originally  dona  produood  to  that  wa  can  hawa 
a  dafinitiva  raading.  if  tnat'a  what  you  would  oall  it,  on  what 
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waa  out  thara  at  tna  ci»a  that  tha  haaa  w«a  t«Kan  over 
by  tha  Ar»ad  Sarvicaa 
LlEI/reNANT  COLONS!  STAPA 

Thank  you,  ait  Any  raaponaa  by  tna  pan#;' 

UtirrKNANT  COLONEL  lAUMCAJrreL 

Wa'll  fellow  up  on  that,  doubla  cnack  or  cnia  ar.o  ;  ook  tar 
Chat  aurvay  to  gat  tha  poaition. 

LISUTtNANT  COLONEL  StAJUt : 

Thank  you.  hr.  Abbott.  I  will  now  cajl  on  Hr  ::,.rt;a  J 
SaiCh.  Mr.  Salth,  coaa  on  down,  plaaaa. 
tat.  CUltTIS  J.  SMITN: 

Ny  naaa  la  Curtia  J.  Saith.  praaidant  of  cna  Daita  Actior 
Council,  alao  a  local  paacor  of  a  local  church  Ny  «a.iling 
addraaa  la  boat  Offica  box  1033.  Ilythavilla.  i  hava  a  guaation 
1  want  to  direct  coneorntJ>g  how,  I  want  to  Know  whara  do  tha 
phaaa  atand  on  tha  houaing  pre^act  out  tnara.  aa  to  taaring  down 
or  lotting  than  rasaln3  And  thia  waa  our  roquaat.  Thia  waa  a 
raquaot  not  to  taar  down  any  houaing  unita  which  ara  currantiy  at 
lakar  Air  Porca  iaaa.  •lythaviila.  Arkanaaa.  Miaaiaaippi  County 
ara  in  naad  of  lew  ineooa  heuainf,  aapaeiaily  for  raailiat  to 
aceobModato  bora  than  thraa  to  four  childran.  wa  juat  want  to 
aubbit  thia.  and  ona  of  our  roaaeno  la  wa  know  currantiy  of 
aovaral  foblliaa  that  ara  living  in  local  ohurenaa  for  anoitara 
baeauaa  thay  loot  thair  hoboa.  and  w*  foal  that  tno  houaing  would 
bo  raally  nacaaaary  to  halp  aeeoooiodata  thoaa  that  era  m  naod  of 
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ho  .  7q,  avan  thoaa  that  have  heuaoa.  Many  tiboa  wa  look  at 
hobOlaao  poopla  that  ara  put  out.  wa  hava  bony  paopla  in  tha 
City  of  llythavilla  that  ara  living  in  condamnad  houooa  baeauaa 
thay  can't  do  any  battar.  I  would  lika  to  aoa  theoo  houaao 
•iChar  aovod  to  vacant  lota  ae  that  thoaa  poopla  can  atay  on  it. 
Thia  will  halp  baautify  tha  city  of  blythavilla.  condamn  aobo  of 
tha  condoanad  houaaa  in  Blythavilla,  or  uoa  thaa  whara  thay 
praawncly  atand.  Curtia  J.  Saith. 
lieutenant  COLONEL  STARR: 

Thank  you.  Mr.  saith.  Any  raaponaa  froa  tha  panel? 

MR.  AErSRY: 

Tha  Air  Torem  len't  going  to  ba  kaaring  dwn  any  houaing 
Tha  Air  rorca  will  ba  convoying  an  ovnorahip  intaraat  in  tha 
proparty,  and  tha  following  uaaga  will  ba  making  tha  daciaion  on 
what  Will  happen  to  tha  property. 

LIEUTENANT  COLONEL  BAUMCARTEL: 

Tha  Environaantal  Impact  Stataaant  will  indicate  tha  werat 
case  anvironmantal .  tha  daatruction  of  aomo.  1  think,  tha  number 
that  la  in  tha  atatamant  ia  a  total  of  niivi  hundred  and  aoba 
houaaa  on  tha  baoa  now  that  hava  pravleualy  baan  uaad.  But 
thinning  out  aema  of  thoaa  houaing  araaa.  the  aain  ailitary 
atyla,  (unintalllglbla) ;  that  would  ba  ona  plan,  potential  plan 
would  ba  to  thin  out  soaa  of  thoaa  houaing  unita  by  dacraaaing 
than  «  couple,  two  hundred,  two  hundred  fifty  houaea.  but  that 
waa  jumt  a  potantial  rauaa,  but  alao  givaa  ua  tha  meat  advarae 
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1  Ibpact  anvlrenaahtally  due  to  that  dabolition.  Aa  far  aa  further 
3  uaa,  aa  Nr.  kataky  aald.  that  tha  property  will  b«  tranafarred 

3  and  conveyed  to  aeeaona  alae.  thay'll  make  tha  daciaion  on  what 

4  thay  can  do  with  it  and  it  dapenda. . . 

9  Mb.  ABPSKY: 

4  There 'a  bean  no  formal  reguaat  for  that. 

7  LXEUTCMANT  COUmtL  BaUWCARTBL: 

5  It  ia  advortiaad  for  that. 

9  LlEUTENAirr  COLONEL  STARR: 

10  Thank  you.  Mr.  Saith.  Oeaa  anyona  alaa  tonight  viah  Co  maita 

It  a  enmaant,  either  varbally  or  in  writing?  Apparently  not. 

13  I  want  to  thank  you  all  for  ceaing  tonight.  I  want  co  thank 

13  you  for  your  commanta.  and  I  thank  you  for  your  courteay. 

14  Tha  hearing  la  cloaad. 
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Writlen  Comment  Sheet 


STATE  OF  ARKANSAS 
COUNTV  OF  CRAIGHEAD 


Disposal  and  Reuse 
Draft  Environmental  impact  Statement 
Eaker  AFB.  AR 


1.  0i4nn«  Gib«o/),  Certified  Court  Reporter  end  Motery  Public 
for  the  etet#  of  Arkeneee.  hereby  certify  thet  the  etteched  end 
fore^oinq  trenecript  ie  a  true  end  accurate  tranacript  of  the 
public  hearing  aa  given  before  ee  on  the  lith  day  of  Auguat. 


Thank  you  for  attending  this  Public  Heanng  Please  use  this  sheet  to  provide  ua  your 
wntien  comments  on  our  Draft  Environmental  l}T^Mct  Susemeru. 


Owe  Ai.^  /J  -/fft. 


X  further  certify  that  the  above  and  foregoing  trenecript, 
aa  eat  forth  in  typewriting,  ia  a  true  and  accurate  tranacript  of 
the  proceeding,  to  the  beat  of  ey  ability. 

WITNESS  NY  HAND  AND  SEAL  aa  euch  Notary  Public  and  Court 


Reporter  on  thie  the  25th  day  of  Auguat,  1993. 


My  Comm  eaion  Rfae  — : 

DMMM  QIMOH 

7/ 


Document  2 


Document  2 


Fu/«  1-102  under  1  46  2  ,  Histone  Structures  &  Resc-ir cea '  states 
ii.  part  that  a  3  acre  paicel.  c  a  20th  Century  Ceeeteryj  was 
>?&'tablt5h«d  as  part  of  he  Nsw  Hope  'Tiuich  xn  IS^  However,  a  fall 
i-.vixng  :>f  the  original  deed  reveals  that  in  tM  description  of  the 
property  appears  the  stateeent"  the  land  upon  which  New  Hr/pc  ^.liurch 
oi.i  the  grave  yard  is  rKw  located'  It  is  clear  at  the  ties  >f  '’he 
I'.jal  traPisactiOTi,  the  ceaetery  at  New  Hope  'Thurch.  later  Kfx'uwii  as 
North  oawba  was  established 

^  R.  .uming  ic  page  3-102  under  3  4  6-2.  the  statewtnt  Burial  Dates 
longe  free  18%  to  1%1  asybe  correct  in  regard  to  the  few  raesir.irwj 
fn. ad  stones,  however,  a  stateeent  should  bs  inserted  et  this  point  to 
iiLate.  '  tlM  New  Hope  Ceestery  was  being  used  as  a  burial  ground  before 

-j-.t,  10.  1875.' 

hurther  clarification  should  note  the  '  New  Hope  Ceaetery"  has  been 
1  •.Arranged,  xf  not  in  fact,  totally  destroyed  and  that  the  reeainiruj 
j  h-  ids'  :v>«s  do  not  necesearily  represent  their  original  location  a  their 
I  I lationship  to  one  another 

3  It  wouM  aeee  entirely  appropriate  ttet  the  Air  Force  produce,  exhibit, 
aake  aveilable  the  original  survey  4  photographs  of  the 
16>2  <4.g»^oxieately  1600  objects  found  on  the  site  of  "New  Hope.  North  Sevba 
T.eetery  at  the  ties  of  the  "taking"  or'  disturbing",  or  when  the  6 
lu.'h  concrete 'protect i<3n  '  was  applied  over  the  original  ceaetery  site. 

4.  iL  should  be  further  acKrKMledged  that  the  size  of  the  original  •^tery 
I  have  contained  up  to  5000  burial  sites  and  local  legend  lias  it  that 
this  IS  tM  burial  ground  that  contains  aeny  of  the  casualties  of 
1  Military  Action'  on  Peeiscot  Beyou.  (April  6.  1964  Prederich  H  Dyer.  A 
.ca^iendiuB  of  the  Ver  of  the  Rebellion}.  It  should  also  be  note*!  thet 
the  New  Hep*  piorth  Sawba  Ceaetery  is  the  buriel  place  for  VilUaa  George 
brveansl Bryans)  and  Newton  3aaea  Bryans  (BryeanS).  twin  brothers  and 
of  John  Z  Bryarw(Bryeene)  The  twin  br<Khers  being  shot  4  killed 
by  Union  soldiers  in  1863  and  buried  at  New  Hope  Ceaetery  The  Bryar>s 
toins  eilitary  recorde  show  tl^t  they  were  both  Union  4  Confedeiat* 
^Idlers 


lAider  4  6  Cultural  Resources,  pegs  E-10.  it  states  thet 
data  was  collectad  frea  interviews  with  individuals 
fssiliar  with  the  history,  archaeology,  etc  of  the  BlytheviiJ 
ar^'  .  If  at  all  poaeible.  1  would  like  to  ^ain  a  lisr 
of  persons  interviewed’  about  the  Blytheville  area 

Jonathen  Abbes  t 
R  0  Box  974 
BJytheviiu.  Ar  *72316 


ouisiitted  by  Jonathan  Abbott . 

P  O  Box  974 
bLAheville.  Ar 


ar  Htetoric  Educational 
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Cmm^  Clinuiae 
r^istraucn  a  opm  (or 
stuMnts  in  iraon  c  UU'o^  n 
Anyone  an  application 

ma>  »nie  P  o  Boa  «4i  Oaceeta 
Ark  rsTO 

Clean  Pea  Onk  elfen  a  live 
country -Aeiterti  bud  anddanctM 
each  Fneia>  ns|hi  from  7p  m  to  ift 
pm  at  the  Women s  £xhib<( 
BuiJduii  ifl  Wjiker  Park 
*KMi  la  12  Mo  aicMic  beveratos 
areallcwed 

Free  adwM  edwcalien  ciaiaet  are 

underlay  ai  the  MisaiaiiM 
County  Community  CoiteBc  Moare 
Center  at  300  W  Chtckaaawba 
Claiaes  ve  from  t  304  m  toaegn 
Monday  through  Friday  and  from 
i  to  I  p  m  Monday  through 
Thursday  For  more  urformatim. 
call  Chariea  Payne  at  7C-  lOOO.  eii 

YBARS  AGO 


From  the  CM  Filee 

Fifty  yeara  ago  North  Sawba 
Cemeler)'  lies  opened  to  the 
summer  »un  where  duiet  troa* 
have  brooded  for  a  hundred  yean 
to  shade  the  grave*  of  ptonian 
and  thmrchiklreeschtldrtn 

The  stately  grove  of  white  oak. 
hickory,  pecan,  gum  and 
hackberfy  trees  has  b^  cut  and 
the  gently  rrsing  no«md  of  earth  la 
being  graded  to  the  level  of  Dm 
surrounding  aroas.  for  it  la  in 
almoat  the  exact  center  of  the 
huge  landing  field  of  the  oe« 
BlytheviUe  Amy  Flying  School, 
wharc  training  of  avMUon  cadau 
began  last  w«& 

Not  a  grave  la  dMturtMd  and 
evee  the  tombatonas  and  markara 
are  left  m  exact  peaibon.  laid  Hat 
and  fluah  with  the  surfaca.  te 
mark  the  spM  that  waa  selected  as 
the  last  restmg  ptsee  for  members 
of  a  huge  proportiaa  of  the  tami- 


Order  al  ike  Casiera  Sur  JG 
wij)  meet  the  first  and  third  TM- 
day  of  each  month  at  7  p  m  at  the 
Masonic  Hall  on  McHaney  Road. 


Ar  mere  t-ffef ferae  Veiaaieer 
Fire  Oepartmeei  will  meet  the 
second  and  fourth  Mondays  of 
each  month  at  T  M  p  m  at  the 
Armorei  School 


Oeha  Action  ConnctI  uaw 
meett  the  second  Friday  of  « 
month  at  &  30  p  ffl  at  BiMs  1 
Church.  30«  £asi  Sewjmr.  ‘ 
public  IS  invited  But.  Oclu  Act 
Council  Will  not  meet  Friday.  A 
it.  St  the  BiMe  *•)  Church,  i 
the  next  mcetiflgs  and  keeab 
wiD  be  announced  -poHihfy  ffl 
thly>  due  u  future  remodali 
For  iflformauon  call  78)-aaii 


lies  of  Blythevilla  and  it  s  an* 


Tw«niy-fiv*  years  ago  Blyiha- 
yiiie  Hi^  Sch^  will  initiate  an 
Air  Force  cadet  course  at  the 
school  this  fall 

Col  Heuaton  W  Longino.  Jr 
and  SM  Sgt  Burgm  Hnwdashril. 
retired  .Mr  Force  personnel.  «iU 
teach  the  course 

Accorthng  te  both  men.  the 
couTM  »  "prtmanly  academic'* 
They  said,  the  high  schoel  «U1  of¬ 
fer  Mecuve  counes  for  acadwwic 
credit.  The  enure  preG*m  enll 
be  able  to  waive  the  ftrv  year  of 
coliego  ROTC  or  onliai  in  (be  Air 
Force  as  an  airman  third  class. 

'*We  hope  to  famdiarias  sci*- 
denu  wtth  the  chsUengm  and  e^ 
portumties  of  serespace.  to  dnvd- 
op  leadenlap  and  to  prsaiets 
habim  of  ordir  and  diacipimi.'' 
UegiMsaid 


laaHYWAII  ABBOTT 
Bi.ainBT4 

mit 


I  liJu  -i  ^ 


K^r.  .  Cl  ) 

^  ^  t,  y  (S  ■  iC—- 1 V- 

Vn*-.....  *y>-JL  AdfcC-,  — 

1  ^  .i*.  V—.  W  i*  ^  ^ 

•»«!t  {ls*..A  {•  ^  L-  rw  ■y-^  •- 


aU  i-jL  La  Ji  ^  A-  ^ 

A\_  \  k.  MS,  Vs,  bEwA.i  ImJl  AXUk  /t.— A-*--'  A  ,  ^  ^ 

iVW  ’'--I  ^  **  ^  **—  JLiZ,  C  iJL 

J- jtly  1  A*  wAjt-V  olfcJ- .  I  amI  a*  dkA  C-Jitm,  Wax.  a 

*sW--'  aJL  Wl  \  ^  UM  -  A-  4—1, 

*  L  UX  i  ,  i*X  »  b  C,  i«  Jw-A.  ■  iAjJL  wm  gj^  ol-A. 

sJy  L  Us.  jU  w  UU  r  L  Ul  H*.t  w—  ft  i.  ul 

^  ^  ,  t  i  r  Y  4  n  i.\  a  >.  .  >  ./r 


Cl  U3L  r  ku  Ll  u 

•jL»  ,  JLJI  4nJt  U.ytite 

w  .  Y  Y  .  ^  «U 

_  _  Vsdu#-** 

Ui  Um,  te  L  hwA  LXy-  itta. 


•JLS^  4«-^,  > »  X  _ 

tZi  uu  -  ft  t-w  La 

A*  slL^^.il  ,  Imm.-  As  tl*.,. . 

'  Aoi^,  ,  Smw  Vnp-  ~ 

Aa  tU,^-  4  aiA 

Vf3ui#-y*  hAwwA  Wft  W>A  Am  ! 

AiJL-  jAx«>  OeCVw  /^A  i 


Document  3 


Document  3 


"  K*..  .  iSSi-. 

*'  tlyX  1...  -  - 

ast  i 

-•  fui  *  '  es) 

5  k.  '  o 

•- ^  iU— ^  *'4S& 

*■  Awh—  * 


*  /a>  V  ' '  >  r' 

/  'v.  Ht  Af*  '!,■> 

'i/'/i/fi. 


“^/o^  tvAv.— 

77/  / /'Af  ^ 

f-Of 

S./?S 

“^.'J  ,'i  a. 

f»  4rt,  huy  *'•- 

tf  Ba  A.-e  >ff«« 

^•iS.jS  ff,  «r«.  X-.~  .  A.X*v*i,  t. 

A'  'fkp'  Iff 

A*/  O"  >****/'■• 

fc/  77/  >■ 

tf-J  5-^^ow-/^ 

/■•m  rt-  .-J,./ 

kr'  Uf^'A  ici . 

/  .  k^i  h^ni- 

<rf  JAiaBa'  ^ 

Ml  c  (..  mi  ^/trk-  CtMf 

(.r  ku.^  :  /VA»r/,  4-i  ■fr,,  (rj 

_  Sr<-  <f»»  A‘  -W.; 

fir^Af  lAr'  ^Ap.o'f' 

Biy  Br-  h  r*^-  f' ^  'i'w 

r../!  f'i  f'  Sfy  ^  /Lna'—'r 

CA-JfA~,Ul 

^jAfT  yat-T  <•/ 

h-ft  ki  looA  /  /».  >.  //  B  A »/j 
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/  ■*  SsJtfii  ^•fit.  A*n. 

■'xK  *■•*■)  • 


lift  l-fofni. 


/(Vl.^  ^-*.^1  ulff  tif^J 


'?•  “7?  t  /V>'  5;...  f. 

>»'»“(|^  •^  ^A»*  4ltj#- 

S^U*J 

A.^  /fArX  A^ 


hf  {/•£«./  o/'  aukitj  /»»/■ 

CmffC 

'-j.  Ivt  ff^/  ^.t'i  Hffi  *t  ^•><*' 
/f’/i  Z;..*'**  A»^i  Skf.ll  jii  <6.  ✓'  »  ^ 


//•'(t->  )k».gi 


U  9  Oopofimoot  «t  HCMtmg  end  UfMn  D*v«iopf*«*ni 

#  a/»  i(¥on^  O#*#  V/ 

'feOO  Tb<oci»m0'’0'' 

P  O  8o»  ?906 
for»WOflr>  Ten* 


A«9r««e  *4,  i*f2 

Crt.  Coional  Carr  Baaafartol 

Chlaf  of  iBOlronaiaatal  91annlnf  DLvlalon 

&rcii/B*i 

•reoka  Afk,  taaaa  7|2}S>S000 
D«ar  C^loaal  BattSfartalf 

•OBJSCTj  kaviav  of  craft  lavlroovantal  Impact  9tat«aanr  fOC!9> 
for  tha  Oiapoaal  an«  Baao#  of  Bakor  klr  force  kaa* 
(AfiJ.  Arkanaaa 


Tra#  aakjaet  DBXB  haa  kaan 
Office  anA  thla  kamloaal  Office. 


by  both  our  l.ittla  Mock 


It  appaacB  tha  BlapoaaL  by  tha  klr  force  of  tha  I,2M6  acraa 
ce«B^ibiat  thta  bfl  la  larolvad  with  aultipla  aavlroaaental 
aaaaarea.  tlaraa  taatallaeion  Maatoratioa  froeaaa  (IMf3  aitaa  haa# 
baaa  IdaatlfLaB  oa  the  haaaa. 

It  haa  baaa  datarmiaaO  that  the  cloaara  and  diapoaal  of  the 
bfB  aoald  hara  ao  impact  apon  KDD  pro^aeta/aciivltiaa  in  the 

•lythavllla  araa. 

'■a  appraolata  the  opportueity  of  reviawiaf  and  coaaantina  upon 
the  aabjaet  PBit* 


/^■e  / At  /^C  ^o^ry-  ( 


I.^.  Bamabottem 
•afioaal  laairoaaantal  Offlear 


Ooeumant  S 


Doeumant  6 


■oil 

eaaMrvatii 

■arvlo* 


•mb  mm  MiarM  «ttim  tattaiM 

aa  7M  ant  capIMl  Maaaa 

btttto  Mat.  trtaaaaa  7*Mt 


**<6  25  m? 


Carfama  CamaaHet  CaKm 

aakk 

perkc  aa.  NO  tan 


LifutOfiant  Colonol  Gary  BBuaaBrtol 
Chi«C  of  gnvlronoantol  PlonnInG  Division 

A/CIC/US 

•rooks  m,  TX  7a33S-S000 
Door  Colonol  louBgortoI: 

The  Oroft  Environoonul  Sopoct  Stotownt  (I1S|  for  tho  DUpoool  ond 
Muso  of  £okor  Air  Force  Bese#  Arkensee  hee  been  forverded  to  ue  for 
reviev  end  coooent.  Our  prioery  oonceme  ere  eolX  eroeion,  voter 
quelity>  end  lose  of  prlne  farnXende. 

ve  feel  the  Oreft  Exs  adequately  eddresset  theee  eoncerni.  Therefore* 
ve  have  no  co— ante. 


SUteerely 


■Acik'.g  for 


llOBEltT  P.  CANTRELL 

AstUtent  State  Conservationist  (Water  Rasourcesi 


ORAPTEXSAr.dcx(8/93) 


4M  araaram  wd  aarvleea  a«  the  MU  UnaaneciNn  aaraiaa  ««  affarM  en  •  trnm 
MtMM  f^ara  ta  rac«.  «ai«f.  *a«ianat  «rl|lN,  milatw,  tm.  witat  ttana. 


<31^ 


iufurt  iS. 


It.  CotoRci  Garr  BauesarCct 
Chttf  of  Environeantal  Planninp  Div. 

AFCEE-ESE 

Building 

Brooks  AFB.  TX.  7«235'5000 

BE:  Adaptive  Ba-Uae  and  Environmental  Impact 

Statament-Eaker  AFB,  AB 

Daar  Lt .  Col.  Baumpartal: 

Sarv'ica  to  tha  comevnitf  la  a  part  of  buatnaia.  so  it  i« 
logical  that  avan  aithtn  a  "aoelal  aarvica/rauaael ing  type 
bvtinass"  luch  aa  thia  ana.  a  atraag  laast  of  comNMai ty**'-a 
aanae  of  caring  for  ethara  ii  a  eempeaeat  of  tha  miaaion 
atatamant . 

Though  Eafcar  AFB  dooa  not  He  aithin  our  immodiata 
eatchsant  araa.  the  Bata  haa  baan  of  baaafit  to  tha  public 
good.  Individually  and  coHactivaly  ammil  communitias  in  ad' 
ioining  Southeast  Miaaouri  have  baaofitted  fro#  Eakar  AFB~- 
contributiona  that  have  imprevod  tha  lot  of  othara. 

Bringing  back  aome  meaaurt  of  oprortuaity.  aupport  amd 
veil  being  to  Northeast  Arkassaa  as  esH  aa  loutheaat  Siia« 
ouri  through  adoptive  ro'uae  of  Esher  AFB  Hea  at  tha  haart 
of  citiacna,  employaea,  civic  and  eharltabla  erganiaatioaa 
and  others  involved  in  practicelly  every  stratum  of  comeunitv 
life. 

The  business  community,  it  eould  seom.  eould  have  a 
distinct  role  to  play  in  this  process.  Though  I  have  not 
done  any  opinion  polls,  rosearch,  or  inttrvieeing  of  local 
citicens.  the  limited,  fee  comments  to  ehich  I  have  bean 
privy,  seem  to  favor  a  plan  of  adoptive  rc*-ttaa  which  relates 
to  an  aviat ion/industrial  adaptation  eith  full  use  of  runuey. 

Begsrdless  of  sny  plan  that  is  brought  foreard.  the 
spirit  of  voluntearitm  and  cooperation  net  only  improves  the 
environment  nf  communities,  but  ptrhsps,  as  importantly, 
increases  the  spirit  and  tense  of  self  north  of  those  that 
make  this  coni r i but  1  on . 
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Thdnk  >’)u  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  input.  I 

*tsn  you  success  in  your  deliberations  *nd  in  your  fu¬ 
ture  leudership. 


Sincerely.  * 

Vernon  Bond. 

CotuBunity  Service  Director 


16.d 


Writlen  Commeni  Sheet 


Disposal  and  Reuse 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Sialement 
Eaker  AFB,  AR 


Thank  you  for  attending  this  Public  Heanng  Please  use  this  sheet  to  provide  us  your 
wntten  commenu  on  our  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


T>Oiv  5'rj^ 


D.«4»_rs3 


3COoSA  A»  g  v>h»ng  o\<r.->o«k^  -♦>< 

T«w<lu^-J  jg-j..  k.>js  o-  *u<  4^ 


rico^  A  rce^rrl  "^T'pet 

ec.Kee-< 


e-p«te 

Tiu  M^7J~Koyi^  i  I'.ute  “ 

— -H^oF  fin  Ipi^naG^  ci/4ci- 

♦o  S^kc.  1  ir  uj  .  H*.-«  * 

.at-K  r> — - - - - irr- - 

4in+^ '»4k7J  e»..«  ^.vo-  ♦j  +k:, 

Ka*  3eeo  'Kre »  f  O -> 


d'S.e  CaA'*^  sTVtfj  t®^  Wtf '•J, 


I.  '■»*■  g'Vf.5  ;.-  g  al’i*. 

^ .  io  wl  Vor wi .^S-  cv*e  fiVru  •  •  *4.*4  U.B ■*' - ^  Ve«-  , 


plgpstf  t-clfi  gi.e,  "  I  ^  fg5Cu<g€  4*- 

9  ifH  STe*  5+-n  T^ieu^ 

•  i  %Si  r^rywi*.^  er  ^  ^.-T*  ♦nrvxr  a,.A  ■* 


^ }*: A  ^  ***  3  '‘cSot.T.^  c*^  b^* - 

I  u  M«VM6S  (^r’lfc'^tcA  ^'»r  Cew*^Ty  «rf1»*eic*/  C#***- 


2<i7t.£  li'h  7ZS'5 


Ab'  UCalOayl 
traafa  A«  Pam  tM.  TX  TVaSS-SaeO 
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Document  9 


FORESTRY 

COMMISSION 


tWCA'GA.S 

HteniM. 

litKSKRvaniN 

HMiCRAM 


••ptMMbMr  3,  1993 


August  26.  )992 


Lt.  Cel.  0*ry  Ssuisfartel 

Chief  of  laeirow—BtRl  f^tenainf  Dtviaioa 

•rookM  Art,  Tx.  Taajs-sooo  . 

Deer  Lt.  Col.  teua«artelt 

Xr  rsopeoMs  to  your  ro^eot  for  ooeaeata  om  the  Oreft  tXt  for  the 
PiepoMot  aad  teuee  of  Baker  Air  faroa  Baoe,  arkaaoee ,  mm  kara  so 

ooMasat  to  aaka. 

fhaak  you  for  tha  epportaalty  to  ooMMot . 
tiaeoroly. 


m^ln  B.  ;^«44on 

■tata  roraatar 


Staff  roraatar 


mm/nL/imrn 


U.  Colonel  Gary  Bsungsmel 

Cluef  of  Euviroiuneoial  hsaiung  Dtvimoo 

AFCE£/ES£ 

Brooks  Air  Force  Bsic,  Tens  78235-9000 

R£:  MiMissifpi  Couniy  •  BlytkevUle 
ScctioD  >06  Review  •  USAF 

*l>raft  EavirooDcatai  Iffipsn  Ststement  July  1^92.  Dupoeat  wd  Reuse  of  Eaber  Au 
Force  Bbk.  Arkamai'' 


Dear  Colonel  Bauaifancl: 


3.1 


My  staff  bas  reviewed  tke  referenced  'Irah  envirotuaeDtaj  uupaa  tuteineai.  We  have 
deiemuaad  that  the  Nn.Aft>«a  AUamanve  or  the  mnsfer  of  Eater  Air  Furoe  Base  u> 
■aotber  federal  tfency  is  the  preferred  course  of  actioo  for  the  proteeboa  of  hisuirK 
properties.  With  either  of  these  aheroattvea.  the  ardieolotpcal  si'ea  oo  base  would 
to  be  protected  under  the  ArcbeolOfscal  Resource*  Prutectiem  Act  and  oihar  hiuonc 
pTcaervaiioB  legisUnoB 


ArcheolOfka)  site  3M$1QS.  a  property  dstcrmiiiad  eligible  for  lochiaioa  ia  the  Natioaal 
Regstcr  of  Historic  Places,  a  ooe  of  the  iargett  and  be«  prcMrved  sites  o'  ia  type  to  the 
soutbeasicra  United  States.  AddinooaJy.  the  Natiooal  Park  Service  and  this  office  has 
deiermined  that  the  site  is  aatmially  signiScant  and  will  quali^  as  a  Natiooal  Histanc 
Landmark  (NHL),  the  foghestrata^  of  sigaiScaiioe  by  the  U  S.  Department  of  the  loienor 
^  c  *  I  We  therefore  encDurage  the  Air  Force  u>  Mlow  the  Advisory  ge  HiMorK 

I  Preservatioa’s  regulatiogs  (36  CTR  Pan  no.lO)  r^arding  the  pratactioa  of  NHLa 

We  ipedBcolfy  recomiiaend  that  Eaker  Air  Force  Base  be  transfened  to  the  NaLonai  Fark 
*■1  I  Service.  The  base  could  then  be  deugMied  as  a  .National  Nrk  or  Nukxsal  HiMork  S(*e 
and  aho  serve  at  as  arcfaetriogical  research  center  and  regional  curmbon  (adlity  for 
archeofogical  maienals  The  Naoooal  fouk  Service  a  Ailama,  Georgia  biu  otboued  that 
graiMs  and  aid  would  be  availal^  for  sonse  prograna.  Wc  do  not  believe  that  restneuve 
covenants  or  deed  ratrictiosi  atone,  u  proposed  us  the  vanout  EIS  alternatives,  would 
protect  the  Natiooal  R^ter  eligible  properties  oe  base 

IwMIM.  •  .4II*  tnk  l.«m«  ^Kl  •  rvra  V-!  U<«l« 


* 
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Thuk  you  for  your  iottreit  aad  coooere  for  tho  eultural  borititt  of  AxkaauL  If  you  h«ve 
*1^  qmwiom.  pteoM  cootict  Goorfe  McQuskay  of  my  tttff  tt  (501><324'9M. 


United  States  Department  of  tbc  Inaermr 

umct  OP  THt  MCMTA9V 


m 


Pwaifynion  Oflker 


cc:  Gouamor  BUi  Climon 

Advbory  Council  on  Hiatock  Pr««ervttioo 
U.$.  Niuioiial  ntrk  Sanm  Santa  Fe 
U.S  National  Park  Service.  Atlanta 
Ml  Joan  Sifter 

Arfcioiat  Arcfaeotofical  Survey 
Mr.  HarokI  Snd^ 

Arkanaaa  Technical  Review  Conunittee 


Mae.  u  «aia 
>  any  earaSM. 


Lt-  Colortal  Cary  Saunfartat 

Chiaf  of  CnvlraMMMtsl  Pt«Mila«  eivUiaa 

kTCtt!  UC 

irooka  kir  forea  Saae,  Taua  791lft>§eM 
Oaar  Colonal  iaua^artal: 

TIM  U.s.  Daean^aant  of  Me  laMeiav  tea  riTiniee  «M  Mafa 
cnvironaantal  laeaet  otataMM  (Mra)  tm  tUa  eianaaal  ani  at 

Ckkar  kir  r&rca  taaa,  aiaa.aaifei  Caaasy.  aaMWMaa.  fUa  faiikaaiM 
eeaaanta  ora  previMa  for  ymt  aaaaiearaeioa. 

watlaMa  iayactad  by  tXa  trafaaae  aaetaa  ««mi«  m  taaa  *ti-ir  x  aaaa  ^ 
Dapartaanr  of  tha  Arsy  paralt  raealraaaafta  ar«  Claaaaaae.  la 
racara.  wiil  provita  caaanta  aa  MeartaaM  at  4»a  ^Miaa 
iifhan  aevartiaad.  ^ 

«a  aupport  that  part  o<  tha  IhfniMiit  hotiaa  latlaiM  TUMilwi 

of  )>a  aeraa  for  prasarvatLaa  at  aaltarax  raaaataaa  aM  rwaMttwi  aai 
rauaa  of  aaiatinq  racraacioa  faaltltlaa.  nauaawr,  tea  Ommmit  rmwi 
chat  tha  propoaad  Aetion  aaiiU  lenMialy  affaot  oaltwal  tmmmnm  It 
ounarahip  «ara  tranafarrae  wichaae  mm^trn  prwiaiM  tm  thair 
protactian  or  altiyatiofi  (paea  ■•11).  tha  alttaattaa  gartlba  ea  mmm 
4-107  Btataa  that  ‘Frapartiaa  aap  ha  aMiavyae  he  MMtenMai  aawwe 
with  praaarvation  ccwanaata  ta  atwata  that  mmm*  aiii  MMa 

j  by  cultural  raaourea  aaaaeaBaat  praaaewaa  .  .  .  .*  baaoMa  at  tea 
,  aiqnificanca  of  tha  cultural  raaaaraM  taaalwae,  wa  eallaaa  it  la 
I  laparativa  that  tha  proparty  ha  paaaayae  alt*  praaarvatlaa  MawMta 
!  raaponaibiiitiaa  far  MlCiwaj  raaMtoa  fraaMuatloa  ha 

fulfiilat.  It  la  laportant  to  eoatlaaa  eloaa  oaaceiaotloa  »ith  tha 
I  stata  Miatoric  traaorvat^on  ortlear  thrav^baut  tha  yltmlfn  mtimt- 

it  thama  cvltur»i  rooauruaa  wara  ta  ha  aaawayae  ta  a  aaa^raCarai 

amity  without  praaarvatlon  eovaaanta,  tha  aetlaa  waalt  ha  aaaHaiearae 
an  a^varaa  affact  on  tha  raaoureaa,  parauaat  ta  iaetlaa  19#  of  tha 
Mational  Hlatoric  hraaarvatioa  Act.  Aoeoaeii^lV.  tha  awvlwaiBa^Cal 
eenaaquancaa  of  tnla  action  would  raquira  futura  aaalyaaa. 

Thank  you  for  tha  opportunity  to  eeaaaAt  an  thia  OKI*. 


Sincaraly. 

Clann  i.  Mt'^vao 
Acting  haglofal  MviroM 


Doeimantil 
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Statc  or  Akam.as 


otrkanua 

Soil  aad  ^ati 
Conservation  Com 


•nuarcaanti 

UMM 

umj  wool.  auMM  y 


Li.  Chi.  iirr  Iweehrial 

Qiihf  of  tavlrwwilwal  Plaaaiwg 
ividlaa 


m  Lt.  Cbl  kaHprlol: 


ha:  •MiOMMMio  t^Mt  Malytlt  tthdy,  tmomx  ICK.  hlaeoMl  and  hauaa  a* 

Mar  Air  Hroh  iiM.  ArhaaMd 

Thh  Stitt  eiMrlii|h«ao  hat  rttoltod  tht  thawt  OttMtnt  purawant  to  iha 
Ariaaaaa  ■rajaat  Hhtirtaatiaa  and  lAnM  tyaiM. 

Ta  aarry  aut  thh  raviaa  aid  aaaeit  praaaaa,  thia  haaiovl  aaa 
faraareai  ta  Baaihra  af  tha  ArhahaM  Tadwiaal  eawiaa  OiMlttaa.  haaultinf 
aaMiBta  rahalvaC  frae  tha  TaWMlaat  Miaa  Gasittaa  diiah  r«e'*aawta  tN 
paaitiaw  af  tha  Stata  af  Arhwiaaa  art  atlaahai. 

Tha  Stata  etaarlaahtHBa  oiahaa  ta  thnw  paa  far  fwr  oaaparat^aw 
tha  Afhaaaai  hrajaat  hatTfiaaliaa  aaS  hMtaa  %ataB. 


wr.  jm  Q»  >  iaapta.  jr . 
wanafor.  Stato  Clpanni 


'  Young.  P.t. 

I,  TocKnical  Bavtow  Coi 


El$  NO.  90CI0EC0H(aiIC  IMPACT  AMALYSli  STUDY 
DISPOSAL  AND  MEUSE  Of  €AKEM  AIR  FOPCE  hASC ,  AMANSAS 


of  Tnchnicol  haymow  Coswuta*  ngv*  rn»>owpO  tho 

'•a'A'-oncoO  Soc 'oocono»»c  IwescL  anaifim  studf.  uh^cn  ooorokaao 

J  t"*  *0C'«3OC0r'0"<’C  •tfoctk  Of  ClO»ura  «nd  OOtOntlOl  rouSO  of  lh» 

Ek^ar  a.r  rorco  Saio.  Ir*  gOnoraU  mo  Coww’ttao  ’S  •uooct'y*  of 
.m  croooioo  or-ojact.  Tn*  krkSnaaa  Higtoric  Pr»»ary*t<On  Orogr^w 
3,t  f.aa  oata*""*' nad  tn«t  tna  No-*ct’o«  A'tamatwa  a**  tha  iranafa*'  of 
EaKar  Air  corc»  Saaa  to  anotnar  fadara^  agancf  la  tha  cafarrad 
cou'sa  of  acfon  for  tha  D'otact'o"  of  hutof'c  sfoeartiaa. 


row  wawoar*  Qf  t,n«  Coi 


(ncioaod  ara  cop«aa 


Mi  Ctltaapia. 
Stats  Ctaa'iidl 


tha  Tachr  cat  wayaw  Cownittaa 


..A. 
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AHAXSet  uM<K  AMO  rstM 
Au^uet 


T'.-,  Dertoy  iowp^. 

Tect'-.icei  •evi*w 


feo»-  Creifl  *  Oy»Ce  ••••eet 

»*yiee  C'MnPiJcee 


In  fe*j?o<i*e  to  •^■■or*flanee  ftcso  t«i*  !-**«  ;  i«*r  ,{ 

Aufuet  J8,  i*1J.  ettecne^  Not  ir««  #ro»  -?•* 

*oc«  viciiBuxf  Oietnrt*.  '.;  s  Corp*  o?  t"*;*«*{*  p;**** 
t>e  e^vieois  thet  .»•  nev*  no  object  i^n*  to  thm  toi'.'j^m^  pff'P^**.* 


ri^  J*9  ('''*«•<•.  %«efy  -  1t<t*  t  :M?’‘«»Rete 

Jd'f  .S  *ej 


3f  Mo  Sifntficen*  J<ia9BCt  l«v  kf  e, 

■Tk'.y  cJ  «•/«.  *e  -  C5-9S0*:'i-O1. 


wci;*  f;3  •» 


joc  loecoroeic  lowest  Ane^yei*  Study  -  ?i*po*e;  9-^  ^ 

•*’je*  or  teker  Air  rare*  tee*.  AA 


MeiA  »M  •**! 


404  Motic*  -  ^ernitt  XO  MC.  UOU  -  te<h 

Otetrict,  UKI  •  propoeel  \o  diecbere*  ftU  •leteri*) 
•eeocieted  vltM  the  cteaciJif  ent  frubb>n|  of  ^rocked 
Creek  and  Orj  Jertee  Creek  in  tha  wtcmity  of  »mtci- 
aoA.  At.  the  purpoee  betnf  to  contrieute  to  the  ra- 
doctlon  of  flood  deeuipMe  to  aaiat  ift«  propertiaa 
the  riflodplain  of  the  Creeke. 


404  Motie*  '  C9e*tru>.t  len  of  Minor  Drelnape  ftructura* 
and  The  aaaoeleted  Oiecherf*  of  Drodfed  and/or  fill 
Mcertel  •  OtatrieC  lafieoer.  vt«kat«at  Oiatriet  - 
reLeauenc*  of  eervaeal  kerait. 

w*  appraciete  the  oppertiMiity  to  ceanant  on  tha  attova  propeaal* 


Ctu.DCC.ae 

70  Stete  Cleerlathouee 

U.t.  rich  4  wtldlifa  Service 
t-lttle  Sock  4  Vlekaburs  Oiatricta.  i}§Ct 
^arelt*  tranche* 


lot.  ulo  dtnt 
a»s(«Mri0t  coMnsor 
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k-4i  I  ’ 

V)»;  4»t 

3** 


U  CataMi  a«7  Wniim^mt 

OMf  BflMTOMMMJ  IlMMai 

AfCn/ESS 

■KMki  Atf  P««  IM*.  T«Mi  TtZM-ttOO 


Smam  lOt  IW*mw  UW 

’Draft  BMMraaMil  MftM  Summam.  ht>f  IftVX  vad  ftMM  at  E4kU' 


r)UM»  S<M  rUm>  <AUfm  4«9  cMwir«  hat  fM  tniianti 
^  pMM  cMuo  cj»ar|(  M«C\ii*n  •« 


CMi»f  V- 

Wu  IScMfWKaM  OfteM 


Ola 

«c  Cpo<«nHi  lui  Omhm 

AOmety  C««a>akr  «•  H»mnw 
t  S  MlBW— i  fV*  fai****-  SWMt 
t  S  Wm<s  Attaint 

ArtAaaaa  Aitaaoiapaa 

Hr  Hw««4  rv 

ArUMMk  CwHint— 


imB  «* 


^  Dw  CataMl  iMMAfirMl: 

*  I  My  hi*  t»rairaw<  ifts  iMiwi  draft  *»iwtm<biiH  MfKi  mii— m 

. .  awifrtii  thw  *1  jiteiAaoB-iftiiaKia  «  «<  Nm  Bata .« 

rantig  MM  ^Mcy  a  M  priMrad  «Mm  M  acnoa  M  M  praMAra  of 


«  b*  pioiiriTil  aaM  M  AfrftinhgiH  WiMirA  PiiiiKia  Adt  ami  rnmat  Muav 


AitftMMai  ma  MSiQft,  *  prap»ty  ftnanwrail  ak^  M  Mam  «  M  Saucmai 
BiAmv  «l  HMonc  riMM.  a  oat  or  M  iai|aM  Mi  brai  prararaad  aw  ¥  f«  fypa  a  ite 
waHaHwa  XMmi  imaL  faHmamlit,  M  NaooMi  Part  Saraa  ami  tim  <Ara  tM* 
PmvMmB  dM  M  aia  a  awaii^  agaMaai  lad  aiB  graftf^  •  a  KwaM  Hatorv 

l«MMft(HMU,M'>tftMraft«a(a(pBiaHMbytMU4.0apafMMi  afMlawnw 
*i  W*  MraM*  «ai«Nn«i  M  Aft  Pam  «  Maa  M  i^iftaQ  Cmtmai  aa  Katoru 
I  Pmar— tM*»  iMMa—  (MOTt  Pan  raprtbn  ift*  praMwa  at  KKU 

']  W«  raa^itlp  ftHMMai  Baker  Air  Pam  laM  ba  wraMvrad  «o  (ht  NMdaal  Pvt 

I  tanM.  Vm  M»  «aM  M  ka  i^mai  m  a  Vmm^  fMk  ar  NaMaai  Harnry  $m 
aM  Ma  mm  m  m  m^aaiatmi  maank  mmm  mi  fagaaal  mamm  teftry  fa> 
vM«kaMM  -arTlilT  IM  Waftrait  fwak  %atma  m  iiln  Oaar^a  haa  aftnarad  tkai 
Mft  iM  Ml  aaMA  ka  araMM  M  aama  pragaaa  Wa  da  aai  kakara  tka<  raaennm 
aaa^MB  «  Mai  mvMMft  Kaaa.  aa  prapaMd  •  <M  miara  EP  akanaarat,  •owid 
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uh'TiostATtsmwnioheitMrAc  w*o»icT*o*«  *<iinc» 


wi  Co'  Cie'' >  9eoM9«r'e> 

Cri^mf  of  >  <•  on«i#nte  -  0<enr»inf  Di.'*'on 

AFCEE- evf 

a»-ooi>.»  force  9«ee.  re<««  '4?35'5DOO 

Oeer  ^t.  Cu'r  dewMserte’ 

Ir>  accordence  o'tn  our  r eeocne >0 1  >  1 1: tee  unoer^  9ecttOf<  )0i  ot  me 
Ct#en  A’'  4ct.  '*^4  Mottonei  €n«  iroomentel  Pol'cr  ect  (NfP*>.  end 
ln0  Couoct'  or,  ^n,^ron0^m''H^'  polity  Ne^i^leitone  for  leolOAeottn^ 

N€P* .  tne  «e9'cn  »  Of»'ce  of  me  u.8.  Proieciio/' 

Agency  ^EP*>  nee  cofepleteO  ^r«  review  of  the  0'’«fl  inv  tforeeenfl 
JTynCiect  Stateieent  .£!$)  for  the  proQOeed  0>«DO«a)  «h0  reuM  Of 
Eexer  Air  force  Beee.  Hieetee'eoi  County,  Arheneee 

'ohder  The  Oe'enee  Beee  C'oewfe  end  AeeHt'>i«nt  Act  of  f»tO.  tne 
)99r  ^'enee  Beee  Cioeure  end  Bee‘>ffMe«nt  Coemiaeion  recoNeendeo 
the  c^oeufe  of  Eeher  Air  force  Beee.  Areeneee.  the 
recoAMiendet'on  went  to  end  eccedted  Oi  the  Preeident.  then 
cu&nttteo  to  con9reea.  Stncc  conereea  d'd  not  dieae«ro«e  the 
eeiectioh  within  the  fee  frMM  eiiowed  by  the  Act.  the 
recomeendatioh  OeceMe  law. 

^h#  £1$  oiacuaeee  four  &a4tc  aitematiuee.  M  the  Proeoeed 
Aci'on  .  2i  the  Oenera^  Avtet'on  AHernat^ve;  S)  the  hon-Avtefon 
I  Alternative,  and  4i  the  MO'Aetido  a Iternet i v#.  *$  •  reeule  of  a 

etudy  for  both  environaiehtai  and  econoMKe)  lapecte.  m 
I  conjunction  with  tne  wiahee  of  the  peoeie  >n  the  are*  mat  •>ii 
j da  affected  or  the  c)oawfa  of  the  De«e,  the  U-S.  Atr  force  h«e 
Whoeen  the  Propoeed  Action. 

The  Propoeed  Action  etil  retem  and  >eefO«e  the  airfield  ae  a 
Danerai  Aviation  airfield,  it  «i>i  aiao  heve  e  eeeii  percenteBe 
of  coeeauter  end  a>r  cargo  traffic,  pilot  proficianoy  tramini, 
•iiitary  oparptiona.  and  weather  eiternetive  for  cergo  flights, 
aircraft  8«intenanca  and  eiacei leneoua  aviation  auoeort 
function#.  Thera  will  oa  two  araaa  for  Mgnt  mouatry,  aa  eeit 
aa  inaftutienel  (including  training  for  aawrganey  raavdhBe 
paraonnat ) ,  coaMarciai .  reaidenf al .  pudi ie/ recreational . 
archaeqiogicai/ooen  apace  end  agricultural  eectiene. 


•e  are  entouragad  to  '  eeo  tnei  tne  .'oe..*#  • 

eApected  to  #ffev.t  tne  ungc-^f-#  J'^ate-  *i 

ilPPJ  actiiritr-  Tne  iPP  ••  ct>nt'^.«e  -  e...  •,  i-' oe»..  e  •  i'  »' 
ateta  end  local  r^^iat'o-na.  w.'-.oe>  tne  .  t  a.  ^ 

Agenc/  OperaLihf  L<Kat>;>ne  » >  tr  'waarij*  tc  e<un,.j*.-, 

If  (he  reuee  piarv#  a<a  <set#>.>c«g  *•  ./  (.rh#  ^  <i 

•er  contr  touie  to  the  long  tare  CtooAi  1%  en  •'««  ’  r  et  i  g 
oth«'w<ae  *.ifre'  et. ‘ c a ^  Cy  tn*  r-.^  -jt  tn*  •  •  t>a«< 

ehii#  os<r  'e«ve>w  of  the  nee  not  -oa'"t  r  ^o  eni  »  gr  «. 

adverae  en* '/oriental  '«ipa<t»  wvtr  «-*l,»c-ee  o' 

oetion#  for  the  fac'^'ir  ««  du  'bote  eoaM  wino*  oef'^  en^  e. 
the  deal,  r  ipt  lur.  of  oe'ta<r  rc'eve^t  ’esuee  'ne'af^’e.  f*'* 
offer#  tne  f<ai’owi»g  coewenta 


under  tBCfon  Ai)V^p)  of  the  ’44'  *#1#'  Owe  - '  I  r  Av  t  AW'ioeeria 
BPa  I#  redw'red  to  leeu*  eet'onai  fo-iwiant  D**<narge  eng 
f1i*tnetion  Byatee  tMPGii;  Pere<ta  fo'  tont^enated  atu'*  wate’ 
diechergea  for  inewatrial  ar;tir't’ea 

2|f>nei  hPQBB  a  tore  water  application  '  egw  tat '  an#  .  praaa.igated 
horaeeiar  if.  igfO.  effpci*  cifee  or  unincorporeved  a'eee  of 
cowntiea  w'th  popwiat<ona  sf  iDO.OOO  or  mit0  and  ever*  water 
0.1  aaaoc<at#d  indwetrial  acti«<tie*.  inowatriaw  are  'eenff-od 
pr'Mriiy  Pr  Btanderd  !nawairia>  Claaeif -.cat'or'  Code* 

Ihduetrtei  acfvitiaa  are  •nciuded  'ege'dieae  of  tmether  th*,  #<# 
Mvned/ opera ted  tr  fadare’.  Btate  O'  ia.n’c>pe:  agpnciae 

The  final  tlB  ehObid  ffiacuae  th#  appi ’ceP' i sty  of  tneee  eteve 
water  repwletipna  to  tn#  diapoeal  and  rewee  aiVern«t>vea  and  ar, 
npceeeery  pereitcmg  rwouirMpnta 


In  afreedMht  with  the  Pollution  Pre«enty«r)  ace  of  («gd.  ie*  ne« 
launched  e  aignificant  mittetive  te  incorporate  pefut'-on 
prevention  throughout  ell  federal  eeetor  aciivifea  »a  awg«*at 
that  000  daacripe  poMwtion  prawentipn  end  weete  em  lec/at  i.>n 
peltciee  aate  precticea  far  tne  pr oooaae  action  'n  tne  final  nt 


The  prppeaee  action  and  general  Aviation  Alternative  aaeuee#  the 
cioewre  of  giythevin*  laevicipei  Airport  ar^  reieceiing  the 
general  evietton  functiona  te  laeer  afg  Tna  Draft  |1B  deea  net 
aaplam  me  praaant  need  for  ciaamg  me  giymevviie  Airport 
Aipo,  me  general  lied  anv«ranwantei  leppcta  of  cioemg  the 
airport  ahouid  be  addrpesed  m  equine  form  Cier  if  Hat 'on  or 
mie  reietee  action  ahouid  ae  included  m  tf«  f«nai  IIB 


Documont  14 


S  A  nueoer  of  propoeed  aitigetion  eeaauree  ere  identified  *n  the 
Draft  CIS  m  orgpr  to  einipxe  or  reepenegtd  for  unavoidable 
lepecta.  However,  mere  are  no  eeaurancea  that  made  da— urea 
.1  w01  oa  leolaaianted  onca  g  final  rauae  option  ie  eelpcted.  Bodp 

type  of  egreeeant  or  etipuletien  day  be  neceeeary  aim  rewee 
recipienta  te  meuro  that  ell  mtigetion  eaeeuree  end  ewbeeduent 
(Monitor  ing  identified  m  the  Draft  fIB  are  Carried  owt. 

ue  clasB'fy  yOur  Draft  CIS  ae  tnvirpnapntal  Cdncarne-lnewff ident 
Inforwatioh  iSC-2),  Soec  i  f  ice!  ty  ,  (re  nee  nrj  >>bjeetion  to 
•electing  the  propoaed  action  as  deecrtbpd.  However,  m  ere 
requeeting  that  a^iditienel  mforeetion  and  analyeia  be  provided 
in  the  final  €1$  on.  the  poeeigip  head  for  HdDBt  eerdite  for 
•tore  water  diacnargea  aeeociated  with  poeeibie  indsMtriai 
activinaa,  pollution  prevention  ectivitiee  related  to  me 
O'cpoaa’  end  rpupe  plan,  the  reiatienenip  of  me  propoaed  ecuon 
to  the  closure  of  giytheviiie  Airport  eng  me  eppHestion  of 
e'tigat’or  weeeuroe  for  each  reuse  option. 

Our  c  laeaif  icat  ion  win  be  published  m  the  fmdmrml  BatLlMMC 
according  to  Our  responeibn  1 1 is#  under  gection  MB  of  the  Cleon 
Atr  act 

we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  IIB.  Plaeee 
tend  our  office  one  copy  of  the  final  Cli  at  the  eepd  ti«e  >t  is 
•ent  to  the  Office  of  Federal  Actrvittee.  O.B.  fnvironapntai 
Protection  Agency.  A0i  •*  Street,  §«..  deehington,  O.C.  JhAgg 

Sincerely  ^OU'S- 


,.y  /uw.  w. 


7'*a^ona’  Ade’n:*trator 
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GLOSSARY  OF  TERMS 

A-Weighted  Sound  Level.  A  number  representing  the  sound  level  which  is  frequency  weighted 
according  to  a  prescribed  frequency  response  established  by  the  American  National  Standards 
Institute  (ANSI  S1 .4*1971)  and  accounts  for  the  response  of  the  human  ear. 

Acetone.  Colorless,  volatile,  flammable,  moderately  toxic,  liquid  aromatic  hydrocarbon,  used  as  a 
solvent. 

Acoustics.  The  science  of  sound  which  includes  the  generation,  transmission,  and  effects  of  sound 
waves,  both  audible  and  inaudible. 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation.  A  19-member  body  appointed,  in  part,  by  the  President 
of  the  United  States  to  advise  the  President  and  Congress  and  to  coordinate  the  actions  of  federal 
agencies  on  matters  relating  to  historic  preservation,  to  comment  on  the  effects  of  such  actions  on 
historic  and  archaeological  cultural  resources,  and  to  perform  other  duties  as  required  by  law 
(Public  Law  89-655;  16  U.S.  Code  470). 

Aesthetics.  Referring  to  the  perception  of  beauty. 

Aircraft  operation.  A  takeoff  or  landing  at  an  airport. 

Airport  Traffic  Area.  Airspace  within  a  radius  of  5  statute  miles  of  an  airport  with  an  operating 
control  tower,  encompassing  altitudes  between  the  surface  and  3,000  feet  AGL,  in  which  an 
aircraft  cannot  operate  without  prior  authorization  from  the  control  tower. 

Alluvial.  Composed  of  alluvium. 

Alluvium.  Clay,  silt,  sand,  gravel  or  similar  material  deposited  by  running  water. 

Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards.  Standards  established  on  a  state  or  federal  level  that  define  the 
limits  for  airborne  concentrations  of  designated  "criteria"  pollutants  (nitrogen  dioxide,  sulfur 
dioxide,  carbon  monoxide,  total  suspended  particulates,  ozone  and  lead),  to  protect  public  health 
with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety  (primary  standards)  and  to  protect  public  welfare,  including  plant 
and  animal  life,  visibility,  and  materials  (secondary  standards). 

Aquifer.  The  water-bearing  portion  of  subsurface  earth  material  that  yields  or  is  capable  of  yielding 
useful  quantities  of  water  to  wells. 

Archaeology.  A  scientific  approach  to  the  study  of  human  ecology,  cultural  history,  and  cultural 
process. 
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Arterial.  Signalized  street  tiiat  serves  primarily  through-traffic  and  provides  access  to  abutting 
properties  as  a  secondary  function. 

Asbestos.  A  carcinogenic  substance  formerly  used  widely  as  an  insulation  material  by  the 
construction  industry;  often  found  in  older  buildings. 

Association.  Two  or  more  soils  occurring  together  in  a  characteristic  pattern. 

Attainment  area.  A  region  that  meets  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  for  a  criteria 
pollutant  under  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

Average  Annual  Dally  Traffic  (AAOT).  For  a  1-year  period,  the  total  volume  passing  a  point  or 
segment  of  a  highway  facility  in  both  directions,  divided  by  the  number  of  days  in  the  year. 

Benzene.  Colorless,  volatile,  flammable,  toxic  liquid  aromatic  hydrocarbon. 

Biophysical.  Pertaining  to  the  physical  and  biological  environment,  including  the  environmental 
conditions  crafted  by  man. 

Biota.  The  plant  and  animal  life  of  a  region. 

Capacity.  The  maximum  rate  of  flow  at  which  vehicles  can  be  reasonably  expected  to  traverse  a 
point  or  uniform  segment  of  a  lane  or  roadway  during  a  specified  time  period  under  prevailing 
roadway,  traffic,  and  control  conditions. 

Carbon  disulfide.  Colorless,  flammable,  poisonous  liquid,  used  as  a  solvent. 

Carbon  monoxide  (CO).  A  colorless,  odorless,  poisonous  gas  produced  by  incomplete  fossil-fuel 
combustion.  One  of  the  six  pollutants  for  which  there  is  a  national  ambient  standard.  See  criteria 
pollutants. 

Chlorobenzene.  Flammable,  volatile,  toxic  liquid  used  as  a  solvent. 

Class  I.  II,  and  III  Areas.  Under  the  Clean  Air  Act,  clean  air  areas  are  divided  into  three  classes. 
Very  little  pollution  increase  is  allowed  in  Class  I  areas,  some  increase  in  Class  11  areas,  and  more  in 
Class  III  areas.  National  parks  and  wilderness  areas  receive  mandatory  Class  I  protection.  All  other 
areas  start  out  as  Class  II.  States  can  reclassify  Class  II  areas  up  or  down,  subject  to  federal 
requirements. 

Commercial  aviation.  Aircraft  activity  licensed  by  state  or  federal  authority  to  transport  passengers 
and/or  cargo  for  hire  on  a  scheduled  or  nonscheduled  basis. 

Comprehensive  Plan.  A  public  document,  usually  consisting  of  maps,  text,  and  supporting 
materials,  adopted  and  approved  by  a  local  government  legislative  body,  which  describes  future 
land  uses,  goals,  and  policies. 

Contaminants.  Undesirable  substances  rendering  something  unfit  for  use. 
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Control  Zone.  Controlled  airspace  with  a  normal  radius  of  5  statute  miles  from  a  primary  airport 
plus  any  extensions  needed  to  include  instrument  arrival  and  departure  paths,  encompassing 
altitudes  between  the  surface  and  1 4,449  feet  MSL. 

Convey.  To  deliver  title  of  property  to  non -federal  entity. 

Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ).  Established  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA),  the  CEQ  consists  of  three  members  appointed  by  the  President.  CEQ  regulations  (40  CFR 
Parts  1 500-1 508,  as  of  July  1 ,  1 986)  described  the  process  for  implementing  NEPA,  including 
preparation  of  environmental  assessments  and  environmental  impact  statements,  and  the  timing 
and  extent  of  public  participation. 

Corrosive.  A  material  that  has  the  ability  to  cause  visible  destruction  of  living  tissue  and  has  a 
destructive  effect  on  other  substances.  An  acid  or  a  base. 

CrKeria  pollutants.  The  Clean  Air  Act  required  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  to  set  air 
quality  standards  for  common  and  widespread  pollutants  after  preparing  "criteria  documents’ 
summarizing  scientific  knowledge  on  their  health  effects.  Today  there  are  standards  in  effect  for 
six  "criteria  pollutants’:  sulfur  oxide  (SO,),  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  particulate  matter  less  than 
10  microns  in  diameter  (PM^o)<  nitrogen  dioxide  (NO,),  ozone  (O,).  and  lead  (Pb). 

Cultural  resources.  Prehistoric  and  historic  districts,  sites,  buildings,  objects,  or  any  other  physical 
evidence  of  human  activity  considered  important  to  a  culture,  subculture,  or  a  community  for 
scientific,  traditional,  religious,  or  any  other  reason. 

Cumulative  impacts.  The  combined  impacts  resulting  from  all  activities  occurring  concurrently  at  a 
given  location. 

Day -Night  Average  Sound  Level  (DNL).  The  24-hour  average-energy  sound  level  expressed  in 
decibels,  with  a  10-decibel  penalty  added  to  sound  levels  between  10:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.  to 
account  for  increased  annoyance  due  to  noise  during  night  hours. 

Decibel  (dB).  A  unit  of  measurement  on  a  logarithmic  scale  which  describes  the  magnitude  of  a 
particular  quantity  of  sound  pressure  or  power  with  respect  to  a  standard  reference  value. 

Defense  Environmental  Restoration  Account  (DERA).  DOD  account  from  which  IRP  activities  are 
funded. 

Di-n-octyl  phth^ate.  Clear,  oily  liquid,  used  in  making  vinyl. 

Disposal.  Orderly  placement  or  distribution  of  property. 

Easement.  A  right  or  privilege  (agreement)  that  a  person  may  have  on  another's  property. 

Effluent.  Waste  material  discharged  into  the  environment. 
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Endangered  Species.  A  species  that  is  threatened  with  extinction  throughout  all  or  a  significant 
portion  of  its  range. 

Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process.  The  process  of  conducting  environmental  studies  as 
outlined  in  Air  For  j>j  Regulation  19*2. 

Erosion.  Wearing  away  of  soil  and  rock  by  weathering  and  the  action  of  streams,  wind,  and 
underground  water. 

Excess  property.  Property  that  is  reported  to  GSA  as  o  longer  required  by  a  federal  agency.  This 
property  is  then  made  available  to  all  other  federal  agencies. 

Ethylbenzene.  Liquid  aromatic  hydrocarbon  used  as  a  solvent. 

Faults.  Fracture  in  earth's  crust  accompanied  by  a  displacement  of  one  side  of  the  fracture  with 
respect  to  the  other  and  in  direction  parallel  to  the  fracture. 

Fault  block.  Crustal  units  bounded  by  faults. 

Fleet  mix.  Combinaticn  of  aircraft  used  by  a  given  agency. 

Frequency.  The  time  rate  (number  of  times  per  second)  that  the  wave  of  sound  repeats  itself,  c' 
that  a  vibrating  object  repeats  itseif-now  expressed  in  Hertz  (Hz),  formerly  in  rycies  per  second 
(cps). 

Friable.  Easily  crumbled  or  reduced  to  powder. 

Fungicide.  Any  substance  which  kills  or  inhibits  the  growth  of  fungi. 

General  aviation.  Alt  aircraft  which  are  not  commercial  or  military  aircraft. 

Geomorphic.  Pertaining  to  t!^e  form  of  the  earth  or  its  surface  features. 

Groundwater.  Water  within  the  earth  that  supplies  wells  and  springs. 

Groundwater  basin.  Subsurface  structure  having  the  character  of  a  basin  with  respect  to 
collection,  retention,  and  outflow  of  water. 

Habituate.  To  become  accustomed  to  frequent  repetition  or  prolonged  exposure. 

Hazardous  material.  Generally,  a  substance  or  mixture  of  substances  that  has  the  capability  of 
either  causing  or  significantly  contributing  to  an  increase  in  mortality  or  an  increase  in  serious 
irreversible  or  incapacitating  reversible  illness;  or  posing  a  substantial  present  or  potential  risk  to 
human  health  or  the  environment.  Use  of  these  materials  is  regulated  by  Department  of 
Transportation  (DOT),  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHAi,  and  Superfund 
Amendments  Reauthorization  Act  (SARA). 
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Hluardotis  wMt«.  A  wast«,  or  combination  oi^  waaias.  which,  bocausa  ot  as  Quantity, 
concamration,  or  physical,  chamical,  or  mfacttoua  charactansucs,  may  aithar  cause,  or  s»on«h€ant»y 
contribute  to,  an  increase  in  mortality  or  an  increase  tn  sanous  irrevarsibla  lUness;  or  pose  a 
substantial  present  or  potential  hazard  to  human  health  or  the  environment  when  improperly 
treated,  stored,  transported,  disposed  of,  or  otherwise  manapad.  Reouiated  under  the  Resource 
Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  IRCRA). 

Herbicide.  A  pesticide,  either  organic  or  inorganic,  usad  to  destroy  unwanted  vegetation.  espectaHy 
various  types  of  weeds,  grasses,  and  woody  planta. 

Hydrocarbons.  Any  of  a  vast  family  of  compounds  containing  hydrogen  arwl  cartxin  Used  loosely 
to  include  rnany  organic  compounds  in  various  combinations,  most  fossil  fuels  are  composed 
predominately  of  hydrocarbons.  When  hydrocarbons  mu  with  narogen  oxides  m  the  preserKt  of 
sunlight,  ozone  is  formed;  hydrocarbons  in  the  atmosphere  contribute  to  the  formation  of  ozone 

Impects.  An  assessment  of  the  meaning  of  changes  in  all  attributes  being  studied  for  a  given 
resource:  an  aggregation  of  ait  the  adverse  effects,  usually  measured  usrrrg  a  qualitative  and 
nominally  subjective  technique.  In  this  EIS,  as  well  as  m  the  CEO  regulations,  the  word  impact  is 
used  synonymously  with  the  word  effect- 

infrastructure.  The  basic  installations  and  facilities  on  which  the  continuance  arvd  growth  of  a 
community,  state,  etc.,  depend,  e.g.,  roads,  schools,  power  plants,  transportations,  and 
communication  systems,  etc. 

interstate.  The  designated  National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  located  m  both 
rural  and  urban  areas;  they  connect  the  East  and  West  coasts  and  extend  from  points  on  the 
Canadian  border  to  various  points  on  the  Mexican  border. 

L„.  The  equivalent  steady  state  sound  level  which  in  a  stated  period  of  time  would  contain  the 
same  acoustical  energy  as  time- varying  sound  level  during  the  same  period. 

Liquefaction  susceptibility.  Potential  for  fluidization  and  loss  of  mechanical  strength  of  saturated 
soils  during  an  earthquake. 

The  highest  A- weighted  sound  level  observed  during  a  single  event  of  any  duration 

Lead  IPbl.  A  heavy  metal  used  in  many  industries,  which  can  accumulate  in  the  body  and  cause  a 
variety  of  negative  effects.  One  of  the  six  pollutants  for  which  there  is  a  national  ambient  air 
quality  standard.  See  criteria  pollutants. 

Level  of  servica  (LOSI.  in  transportation  analyses,  a  qualitative  measure  describing  operational 
conditions  within  a  traffic  stream  and  how  they  are  perceived  by  motorists  and/or  passengers.  In 
public  services,  a  measure  describing  the  amount  of  public  services  {e.g.,  fire  protection  and  law 
enforcement  services)  available  to  community  residents,  generally  expressed  as  the  number  of 
personnel  providing  the  services  per  1,000  population. 

Lithic.  Pertaining  to  stone  material. 
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Loam,  loamy.  Rich,  parmaabta  sot)  composad  of  a  mixtura  of  ctay,  »ift,  tarvd,  and  organic  manw' 


Louchnaaa.  Tha  quatitativa  iudgamam  of  intanaity  of  a  aound  by  a  human  ba^ng 

Magnituda.  Richtar  scala  logarithmic  maaauramant  of  tha  anargy  rMaaaad  by  an  aarthquaka 

Masking.  Tha  action  of  bringing  ona  aound  (audibla  whan  hoard  atonal  to  iruiudtbiiitv  or  to 
unintelligibility  by  tha  introduction  of  anothar  sound. 

MIHary  Oparationa  Araas  (MOAal.  Airspaca  araas  of  dafinad  vanicai  and  latariM  timita  asiabitahad 
for  tfta  purpoaa  of  saparabng  cartain  training  activibaa.  such  as  stf  combat  martauvara,  air 
intarcapts,  and  acrobatics,  from  othar  air  traffic  oparating  undar  irvsuumant  flight  ruiaa. 

Minarat.  Naturally  occurring  inorganic  alamant  or  compound. 

Minarai  raaourcas.  Mineral  deposits  that  may  avantually  bacoma  svatlabia,  known  dapositi  not 
recoverable  at  present  or  yet  undiscovered. 

Mitigation.  A  method  or  action  to  reduce  or  eliminate  program  impacts. 

Multi'family  housing.  Townhouse  or  apartment  units  that  accommodate  more  than  one  family 
though  each  dwelling  unit  is  only  occupied  by  ona  household. 

NatkNiai  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS).  Section  109  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  requires  ERA 
to  set  nationwide  standarda,  dta  National  Ambient  Air  Queiity  Standerds,  for  widaapraad  air 
pollutants.  Currentiv,  six  poliutants  art  regulated  by  primary  ar>d  secondary  NAAOS:  carbon 
monoxide,  lead,  nitrogen  dioxide,  ozorte,  particuiete  matter  (PM,,,),  end  auKur  dioxida.  Sea  critaria 
poliutants. 

National  Priority  Uat.  A  list  of  aitaa  (fadarai  and  atata)  that  contain  hazardous  matariala  that  may 
causa  an  unrsasonabls  risk  to  ths  health  and  safety  of  individuals,  property,  or  tha  anvironrrrant. 

National  Ragistar  of  Historic  Places.  A  register  of  districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  and  oli^ts 
important  in  American  history,  architecture,  archaeology,  and  culture,  maintairvad  by  tha  Secretary 
of  tha  Interior  undar  authority  of  Section  2(b)  of  tha  Historic  Sites  Act  of  1935  and  Section 
101ia)(1)  of  tha  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended. 

Native  Americans.  Used  in  a  collective  sense  to  refer  to  individuals,  bands,  or  tribes  who  trace 
their  ancestry  to  indigenous  populations  of  North  America  prior  to  Euro-American  contact. 

Native  vegetation.  Plant  life  that  occurs  naturally  in  an  area  without  agricultural  or  cultivational 
efforts.  It  does  not  include  species  that  have  been  introduced  from  other  geographical  areas  and 
become  naturalized. 
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National  Environmantal  Policy  Act  INCPA].  Pul:^  Law  91-190,  pasaad  by  Conoraut  m  1 969  Tha 
Act  aatabiishad  a  national  poitcy  datignab  to  ancouraga  contklarabon  of  tha  tnfkM^aa  of  human 
activitias  ia.g.,  population  growth,  high-danaity  urbaniaation,  inOuatriid  davaiopmant}  on  tha  natural 
environmani.  NEPA  also  aatabiiahad  tha  Council  on  EnvirortmanuM  Quatity  NEPA  procaduraa 
ragutre  that  environmantal  information  ba  mada  available  to  tha  p<^>iic  before  dactaiona  are  made. 
Information  contained  in  NEPA  documanta  muat  focua  on  tha  raiavant  iaauaa  m  order  to  fac»tttata 
tha  decision-making  process. 

Nitrogen  dioxida  (NO,).  Gas  formed  primarily  from  atmoaplwic  niuogan  arKl  oxygen  whan 
combustion  takas  place  at  high  temperature.  NO,  emiaaiorta  contribute  to  ackt  etopoadion  and 
formation  of  atmosphere  ozone.  One  of  tha  six  poUut^ta  for  which  there  is  a  natkmal  ambiant 
standard.  Sea  Criteria  Poliutants. 

Nitrogen  oxides  (NO.).  Gases  formed  primarily  by  fuel  combustion,  which  ctMitribuia  to  the 
formation  of  acid  rain.  Hydrocarbons  and  nitrogen  oxides  combina  in  tha  presence  of  sunlight  to 
form  ozone,  a  major  constituent  of  smog. 

Noise.  Any  sound  that  is  undesirable  because  it  interferes  with  speech  and  hearing,  or  is  intense 
enough  to  damage  hearing,  or  is  otherwise  annoying  (unwanted  sound). 

Noise  attenuation.  The  reduction  of  a  noise  level  from  a  source  by  such  means  as  distance,  groi^ 
effects,  or  shielding. 

Noise  contour.  A  curve  connecting  points  of  equal  noise  exposure  on  a  map.  Noise  exposure  is 
often  expressed  using  the  average  day-night  sound  level,  DNL. 

Nonettainment  area.  An  area  that  has  been  designated  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  or 
the  appropriate  state  air  quality  agency,  as  exceeding  one  or  more  National  or  State  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standards. 

100-year  flood  zone.  Land  area  having  a  1 -percent  chance  of  being  flooded  during  a  given  year. 

Operating  Location  (OL).  An  organization  established  by  the  Air  Force  to  ensure  base  resource 
protection,  grounds  maintenance,  existing  utilities  operations  as  necessary,  and  building  care. 

Outiaase.  Contract  by  which  government  conveys  real  estate  or  facilities  for  a  specified  term  and 
for  a  specified  rent. 

Ozone  (ground  ievd).  A  major  ingredient  of  smog.  Ozone  is  produced  from  reactions  of 
hydrocartions  and  nitrogen  oxides  in  the  presence  of  sunlight  and  heat.  Some  68  areas,  mostly 
metropolitan  areas,  did  not  meet  a  31  December  1987  deadline  in  the  Clean  Air  Act  for  attaining 
the  ambient  air  quality  standard  for  ozone. 

PCB-contaminated  equipment.  Equipment  which  contains  a  concentration  of  PCBs  from  50  to 
499  ppm  and  regulated  by  the  U  S.  EPA. 
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PCS  Miuipmcni.  Equipment  which  contains  a  concenuation  of  PCBa  of  500  ppm  or  graatar  and 
ragulatad  by  tha  U  S.  EPA. 


PCS  Hama.  Equipment  which  contains  a  concentration  of  PCBa  from  5  to  49  ppm  artd  ragulatMi  by 
tha  State  EPA. 

ParmaabilHY.  The  capacity  of  a  porous  rock  or  sadimant  to  uansmit  a  ftuid. 

Pasticidas.  Any  substance,  organic  or  inorgaruc.  used  to  destroy  or  inhibit  tha  action  of  p4ant  or 
animal  pasts;  tha  term  thus  includes  insacticidas,  harbicidas,  fungkridas,  rodanttcidas,  mipcidas. 
fumigants,  and  rapaliants.  All  pasticidas  are  toxic  to  humans  to  a  graatar  or  lassar  tkK^raa. 
Pasticidas  vary  in  biodagradabitity. 

Physiographic  Province.  A  region  in  which  ail  parts  are  similar  in  gaok>gic  structure  artd  climata. 
Pickled.  Preserved  for  future  use  by  cleaning  out,  etc. 

PHchblanda.  A  mineral  formed  by  radioactive  decay,  often  found  in  sulfide'baaring  veins. 

Ptaiatocana.  An  earlier  epoch  of  tha  Quaternary  period  during  tha  *ice  age*  beginning 
approximately  3  million  years  ago  and  ending  10,000  years  ago.  Also  refers  to  tha  rocks  and 
sediments  deposited  during  that  time. 

Plunria.  An  elongated  mass  of  contaminated  fluid  moving  with  the  flow  of  grourulwater. 

Poiychlorinated  Biphenyls  (PCBsi.  Any  of  a  family  of  industrial  compounds  produced  by 
chlorination  of  biphenyl.  These  compounds  are  noted  chiefly  as  an  environmental  pollutant  that 
accumulates  in  organisms  and  concentrates  in  the  food  chain  with  resultant  pathogenic  ar>d 
teratogenic  effects.  They  also  decompose  very  slowly. 

Potable  water.  Suitable  for  drinking. 

Prehistoric.  The  period  of  time  before  the  written  record. 

Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  IPSO).  In  the  1977  Amendments  to  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
Congress  mandated  that  areas  with  air  cleaner  than  required  by  National  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards  must  be  protected  from  significant  deterioration.  The  Clean  Air  Act's  PSD  program 
consists  of  two  elements:  requirements  for  best  available  control  technology  on  major  new  or 
modified  sources,  and  compliance  with  an  air  quality  increment  system. 

Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  Area.  A  requirement  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (160  et  seq.)  that 
limits  the  increases  in  ambient  air  pollutant  concentrations  in  clean  air  areas  to  certain  increments 
even  though  ambient  air  quality  standards  are  met. 

Prime  farmland.  Agricultural  lands  protected  from  irreversible  conversion  to  other  uses. 
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Primary  roads.  A  consolidated  system  of  connected  main  roads  im|>ortant  to  reQional,  statewide, 
and  interstate  travel;  they  consist  of  rural  arterial  routes  and  their  extensions  into  and  throush 
urban  areas  of  5,000  or  more  population. 

Quartz.  Monzonite  (basement  corplex),  coarse-grained  igneous  rock  containing  quartz,  feldspar, 
and  mafic  minerals. 

Recant.  The  geologic  time  period  from  approximately  10,000  years  ago  to  the  present  arvd  the 
rocks  and  sediment  deposited  during  that  time. 

Sediment.  Material  deposited  by  wind  or  water. 

Seismicity.  Relative  frequency  and  distribution  of  earthquakes. 

Seismic  Zone  III.  Area  designated  in  the  Uniform  Building  Code  as  a  moderate  risk  zone  for  ma)or 
earthquake  damage  and  intensities  of  VI  or  more  on  the  Modified  Mercalti  Scale  in  proximity  to  a 
major  fault  system. 

Shrink/tweli  potential.  Volume  change  possible  upon  wetting  or  drying. 

Single-family  housing.  A  conventionally  built  house  consisting  of  a  single  dwelling  unit  occupied  by 
one  household. 

Site.  As  it  relates  to  cultural  resources,  any  location  where  humans  have  altered  the  terrain  or 
discarded  artifacts. 

Sludge.  A  heavy,  slimy  deposit,  sediment,  or  mass  resulting  from  industrial  activity;  solids  removed 
from  wastewater. 

Soil  Series.  A  group  of  soils  having  simitar  parent  materials,  genetic  horizons,  and  arrangement  in 
the  soil  profile. 

Solvent.  A  substance  that  dissolves  or  can  dissolve  another  substance. 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO).  The  official  within  each  state,  authorized  by  the  state 
at  the  request  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  act  as  liaison  for  purposes  of  implementing  the 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act. 

Sulfur  dioxide  ISO,).  A  toxic  gas  that  is  produced  when  fossil  fuels,  such  as  coal  and  oil,  are 
burned.  SO,  is  the  main  pollutant  involved  in  the  formation  of  acid  rain.  SO,  also  can  irritate  the 
upper  respiratory  tract  and  cause  lung  damage.  During  1980,  some  27  million  tons  of  sulfur 
dioxide  were  emitted  in  the  U.S.,  according  the  Office  of  Technology  Assessment.  The  major 
source  of  SO,  in  the  U.S.  is  coal-burning  electric  utilities. 

Surplus  Property.  Property  designated  as  excess  that  is  of  no  interest  to  any  federal  agency. 

These  properties  are  made  available  to  state,  local  or  non-profit  organizations  or  sold  to  private 
organizations. 
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Tectonic  framework.  Structural  geologic  elements  of  a  region  including  the  rising,  stable,  and 
subsiding  areas. 

Termtfial  Control  Area  ITCA).  Controlled  airspace  extending  upward  from  the  surface  or  higher  to 
specified  altitudes,  within  which  all  aircraft  are  subiect  to  operating  rules  li  e.,  altitudes,  direction  of 
flight,  etc.)  and  equipment  requirements. 

Tetrachlorobenzene.  Liquid  aromatic  hydrocarbon  used  as  a  solvent. 

Tetrachoroethene.  Colorless  corrosive  liquid,  used  as  a  solve>it. 

Therm.  A  measurement  of  units  of  heat. 

Threatened  Species.  Plant  and  wildlife  species  likely  to  become  endangered  in  the  foreseeable 
future. 

Toluene.  Liquid  aromatic  hydrocarbon  used  as  solvent. 

Total  Suspended  Particulates  (TSP).  The  particulate  matter  in  the  ambient  air.  The  previous 
national  ambient  air  quality  standard  for  particulates  was  based  on  TSP  levels;  it  was  replaced  in 
1987  by  an  ambient  standard  based  on  PM,o  levels. 

Transfer.  Deliver  title  to  another  federal  agency. 

Transition  Area.  Controlled  airspace  extending  700  feet  or  more  upward  from  the  surface  of  the 
earth  when  designated  in  conjunction  with  an  airport  for  which  an  approved  instrument  approach 
proce<iure  has  been  prescribed;  or  from  1,200  feet  or  more  above  the  surface  of  the  earth  when 
designated  in  conjunction  with  airway  route  structures  or  segments.  Unless  otherwise  specified, 
transition  areas  terminate  at  the  base  of  the  overlying  controlled  airspace. 

UNICOM.  Special  frequency  for  two-way  radio  communication  between  the  ground  (airport)  and 
aircraft  pilot  to  provide  safe  and  orderly  flow  of  traffic  at  smaller  airports  not  controlled  by  the 
FAA.  Each  airport  has  its  own  frequency. 

Unified  Soil  Classification  System.  A  rapid  method  for  identifying  and  grouping  soils  for  military 
construction.  Soils  are  grouped  by  grain-size,  gradation,  and  liquid  limit. 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (U.S.  EPA).  The  independent  federal  agency,  established  in 
1 970,  that  regulates  environmental  matters  and  oversees  the  implementation  of  environmental 
laws. 

Wetlands.  Areas  that  are  inundated  or  saturated  with  surface  or  groundwater  at  a  frequency  and 
duration  sufficient  to  support  a  prevalence  of  vegetation  typically  adapted  for  life  in  saturated  soil. 
This  classification  includes  swamps,  marshes,  bogs,  and  similar  areas. 

Xylene.  Liquid  aromatic  hydrocarbon  used  as  a  solvent. 
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Zoning.  The  division  of  a  municipality  (or  county)  into  districts  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  land 
use,  types  of  building,  required  yards,  necessary  off-street  parking,  and  other  prerequisites  to 
development.  Zones  are  generally  shown  on  a  map  and  the  text  of  the  zoning  ordinance  specifies 
requirements  for  each  zoning  category. 
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ACRONYMS/ABBREViATIONS 


AADT 

AAFES 

AAQS 

ACA 

ACBM 

ACM 

ADPCE 

AFB 

AFR 

af/yr 

AHERA 

AlCUZ 

ALP 

APE 

APZ 

AQCR 

ARTCC 

ASR 

ATC 

AWOS 

BACT 

BCE 

BGOA 

BOD 

CAA 

CEO 

CERCLA 

CFR 

CMI 

CO 

COE 

CZ 

dB 

DBCRA 

DEIS 

DERA 

DERP 

DNL 

DOD 

DRMO 


avaraga  annual  daily  traffic 
Army-Air  Force  Exchange  System 
Arkansas  Air  Quality  Standards 
Arkansas  Code  of  1 987  annotated 
asbestos-containing  building  materials 
asbestos-containing  materials 

Arkansas  Department  of  Pollution  Control  and  Ecology 

Air  Force  Base 

Air  Force  Regulation 

acre-feet  per  year 

Asbestos  Hazard  Emergency  Response  Act 

Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone 

Airport  Layout  Plan 

Area  of  Potential  Effect 

Accident  Potential  Zone 

Arkansas  Air  Quality  Control  Region 

Air  Route  Traffic  Control  Center 

approach  surveillance  radar 

air  traffic  control 

Automated  Weather  Observation  Station 

Best  Available  Control  Technology 

Base  Civil  Engineering 

Blytheville-Gosnell  Development  Authority 

biological  oxygen  demand 

Clean  Air  Act  (federall 

Council  on  Environmental  Quality 

Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation  and  Liability  Act 

Code  of  Federal  Regulations 

Corrective  Measures  Investigation 

carbon  monoxide 

Corps  of  Engineers  (U.S.  Army) 

Clear  Zone 
decibel 

Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Defense  Environmental  Restoration  Account 
Defense  Environmental  Restoration  Program 
Day-night  average  sound  level 
Department  of  Defense 
Defense  Reutilization  and  Marketing  Office 
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EDMS 

Emissions  and  Dispersion  Modeiinp  System 

EIAP 

Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process 

EiS 

Environmental  Impact  Statement 

EOD 

Explosive  Ordnance  Disposal 

FAA 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

FBO 

fixed  base  operator 

FEIS 

Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

FIFRA 

Federal  Insecticide,  Funpicide.  and  Rodenticide  Act 

FPMR 

Federal  Property  Management  Regulations 

FPPA 

Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act 

FPTA 

Fire  Protection  Training  Area 

FS 

Feasibility  Study 

FY 

fiscal  year 

GSA 

General  Services  Administration 

HHS 

U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

HMTA 

Hazardous  Materials  Transportation  Act 

HUD 

U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

HWMP 

Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan 

IFR 

instrument  flight  rules 

ILS 

instrument  landing  system 

INM 

Integrated  Noise  Model 

IR 

IFR  route 

IRP 

Installation  Restoration  Program 

kV 

kilovolt 

Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level 

U 

equivalent  sound  level 

LESA 

Land  Evaluation  and  Site  Assessment 

A- weighted  maximum  sound  level 

LOS 

level  of  service 

MCEC 

Mississippi  County  Electric  Cooperative 

MCL 

maximum  contaminant  level 

AO/1 

micrograms  per  liter 

MQlmi* 

micrograms  per  cubic  meter 

MGO 

million  gallons  per  day 

MOA 

Military  Operations  Area 

mph 

miles  per  hour 

MSL 

mean  sea  level 

MTR 

military  training  routes 

MVA 

megavolt  ampere 

MWH 

megawatt-hours 

NAAQS 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

NCP 

National  Contingency  Plan 

NEPA 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1 969 
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NESHAP 

NHPA 

NLR 

NO 

NjO 

NjO, 

NjOs 

NOj 

NO, 

NOI 


NOISEMAP 

Noise  Exposure  Model 

NPDES 

National  Pollution  Discharge  Elimination  System 

NPI 

nonprecision  instrument 

NPL 

National  Priorities  List 

NRHP 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

0, 

ozone 

OL 

Operating  Location 

OSHA 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 

PA 

Preliminary  Assessment 

PA/SI 

Preliminary  Assessment/Site  Inspection 

PCBs 

polychlorinated  biphenyls 

pCi/l 

picocuries  per  liter 

P.L. 

Public  Law 

particulate  matter  less  than  1 0  microns  in  diameter 

POL 

petroleum,  oils,  and  lubricants 

ppm 

parts  per  million 

PSD 

Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

psi 

pounds  per  square  inch 

RA 

Remedial  Action 

RAMP 

Radon  Assessment  and  Mitigation  Program 

RAPCON 

Radar  Approach  Control 

RCRA 

Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act 

RD 

Remedial  Design 

RD/RA 

Remedial  D3sign/Remediation  Action 

RFI 

RCRA  Facility  Investigation 

Rl 

Remedial  Investigation 

RI/FS 

Remedial  Investigation/Feasibiiity  Study 

ROD 

Record  of  Decision  (presented  in  Appendix  B  of  this  EIS) 

ROG 

reactive  organic  gases 

ROI 

Region  of  influence 

RPZ 

Runway  Protection  Zone 

SAC 

Strategic  Air  Command 

SARA 

Superfund  Amendment  and  Reauthorization  Act 

National  Emissions  Standards  for  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act 

noise  level  reduction 

Nitric  oxide 

Nitrous  oxide 

Nitrous  anhydride 

Nitric  anhydride 

nitrogen  dioxide 

nitrogen  oxides 

Notice  of  Intent 
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SBC 

Southern  Building  Code 

SCS 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

SEL 

sound  exposure  level 

SH 

State  Highway 

SHPO 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

SI 

Site  Inspection 

SOj 

sulfur  dioxide 

SPCC 

Spill  Prevention  Control  and  Countermeasures 

TACAN 

Tactical  Air  Navigation 

TD 

technology  development 

TDM 

Transportation  Demand  Management 

TRACON 

Terminal  Radar  Approach  Control 

TSCA 

Toxic  Substances  Control  Act 

TSD 

treatment,  storage,  or  disposal 

TSP 

total  suspended  particulate 

TSS 

total  suspended  solids 

UlC 

Underground  Injection  Control 

U.S.  # 

U.S.  Highway 

use 

U.S.  Code 

U.S.  DOT 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

U.S.  EPA 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

USFWS 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

UST 

underground  storage  tank 

UWOT 

underground  waste  oil  tanks 

VFR 

visual  flight  rules 

VOC 

volatile  organic  compound 

VOR 

very  high  frequency  omnidirectional  range 

WSA 

weapons  storage  area 
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NOTICE  OF  INTENT 
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NOTICE  OF  INTENT 


Th«  following  notice  of  intent  was  circulated  and  published  by  the  Air  Force  in  the  October  9,  1991 
Federal  Register  in  order  to  provide  public  rtotice  of  the  Air  Force's  intent  to  prepare  an 
Environmental  impact  Statement  of  disposal  and  reuse  of  Eaker  Air  Force  Base.  This  Notice  of 
Intent  has  been  retyped  for  clarity  and  legibility. 

Please  note:  The  point  of  contact  for  information  on  the  disposal  and  reuse  environmental  impact 
statment  has  been  changed.  The  new  point  of  contact  is: 

Lt.  Colonel  Gary  Baumgartel 

AFCEE/ESE 

8106  Chennault  Road 

Brooks  AFB,  Texas  98235-5318 
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NOTICE  OF  INTENT 

TO  PREPARE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENTS 
FOR  DISPOSAL  AND  REUSE  OF  THIRTEEN  AIR  FORCE  BASES 


The  United  States  Air  Force  will  prepare  thirteen  environmental  impact  statements  (EiSs)  to  assess 
the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  disposal  and  reuse  of  the  following  Air  Force  bases  recently 
directed  to  be  closed  under  the  provisions  of  the  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act  of 
1990  (Public  Law  101-510,  Title  XXIX): 

Closing  Base 

Bergstrom  AFB,  Austin.  Texas 

Carswell  AFB,  Fort  Worth,  Texas 

Castle  AFB,  Merced,  California 

Eaker  AFB,  Btytheville,  Arkansas 

England  AFB,  Alexandria,  Louisiana 

Grissom  AFB,  Peru,  Indiana 

Loring  AFB,  Limestone,  Maine 

Lowry  AFB,  Denver,  Colorado 

Myrtle  Beach  AFB,  Myrtle  Beach,  South  Carolina 

Richards  Gebaur  ARS,  Kansas  City,  Missouri 

Rickenbacker  AGB,  Columbus,  Ohio 

Williams  AFB,  Chandler,  Arizona 

Wurtsmith  AFB,  Oscoda,  Michigan 

Each  EIS  will  address  the  disposal  of  the  property  to  public  or  private  entities  and  the  potential 
impacts  of  reuse  alternatives.  Ail  available  property  will  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with 
provisions  of  Public  Law  101-510  and  applicable  federal  property  disposal  regulations. 

The  Air  Force  plans  to  conduct  a  scoping  and  screening  meeting  within  the  local  area  for  each  base 
during  October  and  November  1991 .  Notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  each  meeting  will  be  made 
available  to  public  officials  and  local  news  media  outlets  once  it  has  been  finalized.  The  purpose  of 
each  meeting  is  to  determine  the  environmental  issues  and  concerns  to  be  analyzed  for  the  base 
disposal  and  reuse  in  that  area,  to  solicit  comments  on  the  proposed  action  and  to  solicit  proposed 
disposal  and  reuse  alternatives  that  should  be  addressed  in  the  EIS  for  that  base.  In  soliciting 
disposal  and  reuse  inputs,  the  Air  Force  intends  to  consider  ail  reasonable  alternatives  offered  by 
any  federal,  state,  or  local  government  agency  and  any  federally-sponsored  or  private  entity  or 
individual  with  an  interest  in  acquiring  available  property  at  one  of  the  listed  closing  bases.  The 
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To  ensure  the  Air  Force  will  have  sufficient  time  to  consider  public  inputs  on  issues  to  be  included 
in  the  EISs,  and  disposal  alternatives  to  be  included  in  the  final  disposal  plans,  comments  and  reuse 
proposals  should  be  forwarded  to  the  address  listed  below  by  December  1.  1991.  However,  the 
Air  Force  will  accept  comments  at  the  address  below  at  any  time  during  the  environmental  impact 
analysis  process. 

For  fuaher  information  concerning  the  study  of  these  base  disposal  and  reuse  ElS  activities, 
contact; 


Lt.  Colonel  Tom  Bartol 
AFCEE/ESE 

Norton  AFB,  California  92409*6448 


Note: 


Comment  date  was  extended  from  December  1,  1991  to  January  2,  1992  after  processing 
and  publication  of  this  Notice  of  Intent. 
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FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  MAILING  LIST 


This  list  of  recipients  includes  interested  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  and  individuals  who  have 
expressed  an  interest  in  receiving  the  document.  This  list  also  includes  the  governor  of  Arkansas, 
as  well  as  United  States  senators  and  representatives  and  state  legislators. 

ELECTED  OFFICIALS 

Federal  Officials 

U.S.  Senate 

The  Honorable  Dale  L.  Bumpers 
The  Honorable  David  H.  Pryor 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

The  Honorable  Bill  Alexander 
The  Honorable  Beryl  Anthony,  Jr. 

The  Honorable  John  Hammerschmidt 
The  Honorable  Ray  Thorton 

State  of  Arkansas  Officials 

Governor 

The  Honorable  Bill  Clinton 


State  Legislature 

The  Honorable  Christene  Brownlee 
The  Honorable  Walter  Day 
The  Honorable  Larry  Thomason 
The  Honorable  Wayne  Wagner 

Local  Officials 

The  Honorable  Marke  Cartee 
Mayor  of  Hayti 

The  Honorable  Debbie  Cissell 
Mayor  of  Keiser 
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Local  Officials  (Continued) 


The  Honorable  James  E.  Conley 
Mayor  of  Luxoria 

The  Honorable  Joe  Gude 
Mayor  of  Blytheville 

The  Honorable  Jim  Johns 
Mayor  of  Bassett 

The  Honorable  Ervin  Johnson 
Mayor  of  Dell 

The  Honorable  Robert  Johnson 
Mayor  of  Tyronza 

The  Honorable  W.M.  Johnson 
Mayor  of  Maldin 

The  Honorable  J.  Warren  Karsten,  Jr. 
Mayor  of  Kennett 

The  Honorable  Dickie  Kennemore 
Mayor  of  Osceola 

The  Honorable  Joe  Lane 
Mayor  of  Senath 

The  Honorable  Billy  Pilgrim 
Mayor  of  Marie 

The  Honorable  Dick  Reams 
Mayor  of  Gosnell 

The  Honorable  Bill  Revell 
Mayor  of  Dyersburg 

The  Honorable  Joe  Saliba 
Mayor  of  Steele 

The  Honorable  Diane  Sayre 
Mayor  of  Caruthersville 

The  Honorable  Chris  Tompkins 
Mayor  of  Burdette 
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Local  Officials  (Continued) 


The  Honorable  Clifford  Veach 
Mayor  of  Manila 

The  Honorable  Bill  Welch 
Mayor  of  Joiner 

The  Honorable  Ralph  Wells 
Mayor  of  Leachville 

The  Honorable  Mathlide  Wesson 
Mayor  of  Victoria 

The  Honorable  Michael  Wilson 
Mayor  of  Wilson 

The  Honorable  Edward  Wooten 
Mayor  of  Dyess 

Leroy  Meadows 
Sheriff,  Mississippi  County 

Stan  Williams 

Superintendent,  Gosneli  Public  Schools 
Don  Dills 

County  Executive,  Dyer  County 

Joe  A.  Gurley 

Judge,  Mississippi  County 

Mr.  Van  Hawkins.  Jr. 

Presiding  Commissioner,  Dunklin  County 

Frank  Ladd 

Superintendent,  Blytheville  Public  Schools 
James  Thomas 

Superintendent,  Armorel  Public  Schools 

JoAnn  Morgan 
Mississippi  County  Clerk 

Clyde  Southern 

Presiding  Commissioner,  Pemiscot  County 


Baker  AFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FBIS 


C-3 


GOVERNMENT  AGENCIES 


Federal  Agenciet 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

Center  for  Environmental  Health  and  Injury  Control 
Canter  for  Disease  Control 

Department  of  Agriculture 
Environmental  Coordination  Office 

Department  of  Commerce 
Office  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs 

Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Community  Management  Division 

Department  of  the  Interior 
Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Department  of  Labor 
Intergovernmental  Affairs 

Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 
Office  of  Environment  and  Energy 

Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Highway  Administration 

Department  of  Veterans  Affairs 
Mr.  Allen  Maurer 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Office  of  Federal  Activities 

General  Services  Administration 
Office  of  Program  Initiatives 
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Department  of  Defense 

Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 
Office  of  the  Air  Force  Representative 

Office  of  Economic  Adjustment,  Pentagon 

Regional  Offices  of  Federal  Agencies 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 
Western  Regional  Office 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Little  Rock  District 
Bob  Dunn 

Margaret  Morehead 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Southwestern  Division 
Larry  Banks 

Department  of  Agriculture 
Soil  Conservation  Service 
Little  Rock 

Department  of  Commerce 
Economic  Development  Administration 
Austin  Region 

Department  of  Education 
Region  6  Director 

Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Region  6  Director 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urbc  t  Development 
Region  6  Director 

Department  of  the  interior 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Region  4  Director 

Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 
Airports  Division,  Southwest  Region 


Baker  AFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FEIS 


C-5 


Regional  Offices  of  Fede>’al  Agencies  (Continued) 


Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Highway  Administration 
Region  6 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Chief,  Federal  Activities  Branch 
Region  6 

Department  of  the  Interior 
National  Park  Service 
Southwestern  Region 

State  of  Arkansas  Agencies 

Arkansas  Archaeological  Survey 
Hester  Davis,  State  Archaeologist 
Dr.  Dan  Morse 

Department  of  Human  Services 
Luther  Davis 

Education  Department 
Burton  Elliott,  Director 

Forestry  Commission 
Edwin  Waddell,  Director 

Game  and  Fish  Commission 
William  Brewer,  Chairman 

Geology  Commission 
Norman  Williams,  Director 

Health  Department 
Joycelyn  Elders,  Director 

Highway  Department 
Joe  Barnett,  District  Manager 

Industrial  Development  Commission 
Jane  English 
David  Harrington 

Labor  Department 
J.L.  Terwiliiger,  Director 
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State  of  Arkansas  Agencies  (Continued) 


Land  Commissioner 
Charlie  Daniels 

Arkansas  National  Guard 
Jonesboro  Battalion  Headquarters 

Office  of  Correspondence 
Carole  Sunner,  Director 

Office  of  the  Governor 
Richard  McClure,  Chief  of  Staff 

Parks  and  Tourism  Department 
Richard  Davies,  Executive  Director 

Pollution  Control  and  Ecology  Department 
Randall  Mathis,  Director 

Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Department 
J.  Randy  Young,  Executive  Director 

State  Clearing  House 
Tracy  Copeland 

State  Historical  Preservation  Office 
Kathy  Buford,  Director 

State  Librarian 
John  Murphy  Jr. 

State  Police 

Col.  T.L.  Goodwin,  Chief 

Veterans  Affairs  Department 
Hershel  Gober,  Director 

Local  Government  Agencies 

Arkansas  Association  of  Conservation  Districts 

Blytheville  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Blytheville  Police  Department 
Captain  Ralph  Hill 
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Local  Govamment  Aganciat  IContinuad} 

Blytheville  School  System 
Janet  Taylor 
Joe  Musick 

Caruthersville  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Dyersberg  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Gosnell  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Jonesboro  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Kennett  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Mississippi  County  Branch  NAACP 
Shirley  M.  Harvell,  President 

Mississippi  County  Courthouse 
Karen  Green 

Osceola  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Piggott  Chamber  of  Commerce 
West  Memphis  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Libraries 

Arkansas  State  University 
Blytheville  Public 
Leachviile  Public 
Manila  Public 
Memphis  State  University 
Mississippi  County 
University  of  Arkansas 


OTHERS 

Other  Organizations/lndividusls 

Jonathan  Abbott 

Arkansas  Power  &  Light 
Shady  Patton 
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Oth«r  Organizations/tndividuais  (Continuad) 


Associated  Natural  Gas 
Steve  Green,  Operating  Manager 

Biytheviile  Board  of  Realtors 

Blytheviile  Federal  Credit  Union 
Ron  Thomas 

Blythevilie-Gosnell  Development  Authority 
Denise  Green 
Ronnie  A.  Ford 

Biytheviile  Public  Worlcs 
Dwain  Painter,  Superintendent 

Blytheviile  Sewer  Department 
Jimmie  Gee,  Superintendent 

Blytheviile  Water  Works 
Robert  "Dink"  White,  Manager 

Brewer  Wholesale  Supply  Inc. 

Bobby  Brewer 

Burge  Shoe  Center 
Neil  Burge 

Marion  Burton 

Century  21  Don  Smith  Realty 
Don  Smith 

Alvin  Clay 

Cotton  Boll  Technical  Institute 
Bill  Nelson 

Wallace  Cupples 

B.T.  Dargan 

Phil  D.  Darnell 

Drainage  District  #17 
Bill  Jackson,  Manager 
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Other  Organizations/lndividu^t  (Continued) 

Eaker  Committee 
Mike  Ailette 
Steve  Bell 
Jaan  Dixon 
Jimmie  Edwards 
Alvin  Huffman 
Ed  Ledden 
Jolly  Leggett 
John  Logan 
John  Mayes 
Lonnie  Middlebrook 
Sharon  Rauls 
Dan  Ritchey 
Bill  Tomlinson 
Harry  Whitaker 

E  &  I  Supply 
Ronnie  Goff 

Environmental  Protection  Systems 
Gene  M.  Bailey 

Earl  Ervin 

Farmers  Bank  &  Trust 
Ron  Dawson 

First  National  Bank 
Jim  McMahan 
Gayion  Rogers 
Jerry  Sims 

Joshua  Frierson 

Terry  Gabrielson 

Bob  Gardner 

Bobby  Garner 

Garver  &  Garver 
Terry  L.  Johnson 

Joe  Mack  Hester 
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Oth«r  OrganaathnM/IndhfUualt  (Continued) 

Highland  Industries 
Roy  Ledbetter 

Holiday  inn  of  Biytheville 
Don  Houseworth 

Mylas  and  Sue  Jeffers 

Ideli  Jenkins 

KLCN  Radio 
Harold  Sudbury,  Jr 

Lynn  Kusy 

Lucretia  McDonald 

Mississippi  County  Community  College 
L.D.  Harris 
Robin  Myers 

Dr.  John  Suiiins,  President 
Dr.  Gary  Taylor 
Debra  Williams 

Mississippi  County  HOC 
Sam  Scruggs 

Mississippi  County  Electric  Cooperative 
Dean  Hodges 

Mississippi  County  Union  Mission 
Dr.  Alvin  McGill 

Neel  A.  Moore 

National  Audubon  Society 

National  Wildlife  Federation 

Nature  Conservancy 

Joe  Payne 

Johnnie  M.  Porter 
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Other  Organieationt/Indivkiuale  (Continued) 

Reid,  Burge  &  Prevallet 
Richard  Reid 

River  Rail  Terminal  Co. 

Jim  Norris 

Sierra  Club 

Southeast  Regional  Office 

Mr.  Lloyd  Snow 

Southwestern  Bell 
Rhonda  Cline,  Area  Manager 

Sudbury  Services 
Harold  L.  Sudbury 

Thomas,  Speight  &  Noble 
Jim  Speight 

Wayne  Widener 

Or.  John  Williams 
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INSTALLATION  RESTORATION  PROGRAM  BIBLIOGRAPHY 
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U.S.  Air  Force  Institute  of  Technology,  1990.  Air 
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METHODS  OF  ANALYSIS 


1.0  INTRODUCTION 

This  section  describes  the  methods  used  in  preparing  this  environmental 
impact  statement  (EIS).  These  methods  were  designed  and  implemented  to 
evaluate  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  disposal  of  Eaker  Air  Force 
Base  (AFB)  and  incident  reuse.  Since  future  reuse  of  the  site  is  uncertain  in 
its  scope,  activities,  and  timing,  the  analysis  considered  several  alternative 
reuse  scenarios  and  evaluated  their  associated  environmental  impacts.  The 
reuse  scenarios  analyzed  in  this  EIS  were  defined  for  this  study  to  span  the 
anticipated  range  of  reuse  activities  that  are  reasonably  likely  to  occur  due 
to  disposal  of  the  base.  They  were  developed  based  on  proposals  put  forth 
by  affected  local  communities,  interested  individuals,  and  the  Air  Force,  and 
considered  general  land  use  planning  objectives. 

The  various  analysis  methods  used  to  develop  this  EIS  are  summarized  here 
by  resource.  In  some  instances,  more  detail  is  included  in  another  appendix. 
These  instances  are  noted  for  each  resource  in  its  respective  subsection 
below. 

2.0  LOCAL  COMMUNITY 

2.1  COMMUNITY  SETTING 

The  section  on  community  setting  was  developed  to  provide  the  context 
within  which  other  biophysical  impacts  could  be  assessed.  Community 
setting  impacts  were  based  on  projected  direct  and  secondary  employment 
and  resulting  population  changes  related  to  reuse  of  Eaker  AFB.  These 
projections  were  used  to  quantify  and  evaluate  changes  in  demand  on 
community  services,  demand  on  transportation  systems,  air  quality,  and 
noise.  A  complete  assessment  of  socioeconomic  effects  was  conducted 
through  a  separate  Socioeconomic  Impact  Analysis  Study  (SIAS)  for  the 
Disposal  and  Reuse  of  Eaker  AFB,  which  is  the  source  for  baseline  and 
projected  statistics  used  in  this  EIS. 

The  SIAS  used  information  from  sources  including  the  U.S.  Bureau  of 
Economic  Analysis,  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  U.S.  Council  of 
Economic  Advisors,  and  the  cities  of  Blytheville  and  Gosnell.  The  analysis 
used  the  Regional  Interindustry  Multiplier  System  (RIMS  II)  model  to 
generate  demographic  and  economic  projections  associated  with  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 
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2.2  LAND  USE  AND  AESTHETICS 


Potential  land  use  impacts  were  projected  based  on  compatibility  of  land 
uses  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  with  adjacent 
land  uses  and  zoning;  consistency  with  general  plans  and  other  land  use 
plans  and  regulations;  and  effects  of  aircraft  noise  and  safety  restrictions  on 
land  uses. 

The  region  of  influence  (ROD  for  the  majority  of  direct  land  use  impacts  for 
this  study  consisted  of  Eaker  AFB,  the  cities  of  Btytheville  and  Gosnell 
surrounding  the  base,  and  unincorporated  parceis  of  Mississippi  County 
interspersed  among  those  cities.  Noise-related  land  use  impacts  were 
determined  by  the  extent  of  noise  contours  created  by  reuse  alternatives 
and  potentially  included  the  cities  of  Blytheville  and  Gosnell. 

Maps  and  windshield  surveys  were  used  to  characterize  on-  and  off-base 
land  uses.  Applicable  policies,  regulations,  and  land  use  restrictions  were 
identified  from  the  available  land  use  plans  and  ordinances  of  the  city  of 
Btytheville.  The  proposed  and  alternative  reuse  plans  were  compared  to 
existing  land  use  and  zoning  to  identify  areas  of  conflict,  as  well  as  to  local 
subdivision  regulations.  The  other  land  use  concepts  were  also  examined 
for  compatibility  with  adjacent  land  uses  and  with  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives  using  the  same  process. 

Alternatives  incorporating  airfield  uses  were  examined  for  consistency  with 
FAA  regulations  and  recommended  land  uses  in  the  vicinity  of  airfields. 
Impacts  of  airfield  generated  noise  were  assessed  by  comparing  the  extent 
of  noise-affected  areas  and  receptors  under  different  reuse  alternatives 
against  prectosure  baseline  conditions. 

For  the  aesthetics  analysis,  the  affected  environment  was  described  based 
upon  the  visual  sensitivity  of  areas  within  and  visible  from  the  base.  These 
areas  were  categorized  as  high,  medium,  and  low  sensitivity.  The  Proposed 
Action  and  alternatives  were  then  evaluated  to  identify  land  uses  to  be 
developed,  visual  modifications  that  would  occur,  and  new  areas  of  visual 
sensitivity  and  determine  whether  modification  of  unique  or  otherwise 
irreplaceable  visual  resources  would  occur  and  detract  from  the  visual 
qualities  or  setting.  Consistency  with  applicable  plans  that  protect  visual 
resources  was  also  examined. 

2.3  TRANSPORTATION 

Potential  impacts  to  transportation  due  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternative  reuse  plans  for  Eaker  AFB  focus  on  key  roads,  local  airport  use, 
and  rail  service  in  the  area,  including  those  segments  of  the  transportation 
networks  in  the  region  that  serve  as  direct  or  mandatory  indirect  linkages  to 
the  base,  and  those  that  are  commonly  used  by  Eaker  AFB  personnel.  The 
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need  for  improvements  to  on-base  roads,  off-base  access,  and  regional 
arterials  was  considered.  The  analysis  was  derived  using  information  from 
state  and  local  government  agencies,  including  the  Arkansas  State  Highway 
Department;  local  airport  authorities;  and  railroad  companies.  Other  data 
sources  used  for  the  roadway  analysis  include  the  Institute  of  Transportation 
Engineers  and  the  Transportation  Research  Board.  The  ROI  for  the 
transportation  analysis  includes  portions  of  Mississippi  County  with 
emphasis  on  the  immediate  area  surrounding  Eaker  AFB. 

The  number  of  vehicle  trips  expected  as  a  result  of  specific  land  uses  on  the 
site  was  estimated  for  1993,  1998,  2003,  and  2013  on  the  basis  of  direct 
on-site  jobs  and  other  attributes  of  on-site  land  uses  (such  as  the  number  of 
dwelling  units,  projected  airport  passenger  volume,  commercial  and 
industrial  development,  and  other  factors).  Trip  Generation  Data  from  the 
Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  was  used  to  determine  vehicle  trips. 
Vehicle  trips  were  then  allocated  to  the  local  road  network  using  prior 
patterns  and  expected  destinations  and  sources  of  trips.  When  appropriate, 
the  local  road  network  was  adjusted  to  account  for  changes  over  time  from 
presently  planned  road  capacity  improvements  and  improvements  required 
by  the  proposed  reuse  scenarios.  Changes  in  work  and  associated  travel 
patterns  were  derived  by  assigning  or  removing  traffic  to  or  from  the  most 
direct  commuting  routes,  freeway-bound  traffic  was  determined  as  a 
percentage  of  total  trips,  then  distributed  to  key  regional  roads  based  on  trip 
length  distribution.  Changes  in  traffic  volumes  arising  from  reuse 
alternatives  at  Eaker  AFB  were  estimated  and  resulting  volume  changes  on 
key  local,  regional,  and  on-base  roadway  segments  were  then  determined. 

The  transportation  network  in  the  ROI  was  then  examined  to  identify 
potential  impacts  to  levels  of  service  (LOS)  arising  from  future  baseline 
conditions  (caretaker  status  of  Eaker  AFB)  and  effects  of  reuse  alternatives. 
Planning  computations  from  the  Highway  Capacity  Manual  were  used  to 
determine  the  number  of  lanes  required  to  provide  for  a  given  LOS.  The 
planning  application  provided  estimates  of  traffic  and  anticipated  LOS  where 
the  amount  of  detail  and  accuracy  of  information  was  limited.  The  planning 
procedures  used  in  this  analysis  were  based  on  forecasts  of  average  annual 
daily  traffic  and  on  assumed  traffic,  roadway,  and  control  conditions.  The 
results  provided  a  basic  assessment  of  whether  or  not  capacity  was  likely  to 
be  exceeded  for  a  given  volume.  Intersection  analysis  was  then  integrateu 
into  the  planning  capacity  analysis  for  each  roadway  section  analyeed  and 
the  results  provided  an  estimate  of  the  changes  in  LOS  ratings  expected  as 
a  result  of  traffic  volume  changes  on  key  local,  regional,  and  on-base 
roadway  segments. 

Airspace  use  in  the  vicinity  of  an  airport  is  driven  primarily  by  such  factors 
as  runway  alignment,  surrounding  obstacles  and  terrain,  air  traffic  control 
and  navigational  aid  capabilities,  proximity  of  other  airports/airspace  uses  in 
the  area,  and  noise  considerations.  These  same  factors  normally  apply 
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rsgardless  of  whether  the  airport  is  used  for  military  or  civilian  aircraft 
operations.  For  this  reason,  a  preclosure  reference  was  used  in 
characterizing  these  factors  related  to  airspace  use  at  Eaker  AFB. 

Historic  data  on  military  aircraft  operations  used  to  characterize  airspace  use 
at  and  around  Eaker  AFB  were  obtained  from  the  base.  Airport 
owners/operators  were  contacted  to  obtain  information  on  civil  ai  port  use. 
Aviation  forecasts  were  derived  using  a  market  potential  approa^n  and, 
where  necessary,  assumptions  were  made  based  on  other  similar  airport 
operational  environments. 

Airspace  ROi.  The  ROI  selected  for  airspace  is  an  area  within  a  40-nauticai 
mile  radius  of  Eaker  AFB  from  the  surface  up  to  14,500  feet  mean  sea  level 
(MSL).  The  ROI  encompasses  the  different  airspace  areas  that  were 
associated  with  preclosure  operations  at  Eaker  AFB  as  well  as  a  portion  of 
the  Fagus  Military  Operations  Area  (MOA).  Airspace  within  and  immediately 
surrounding  this  ROI  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Memphis  Air  Route 
Traffic  Control  Center  (ARTCC)  which  is  operated  by  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAAI.  In  the  vicinity  of  Eaker  AFB,  Eaker  Radar  Approach 
Control  (RAPCON)  has  been  delegated  the  responsibility  of  providing 
approach  and  departure  control  to  all  instrument  flight  rule  (IFR)  aircraft 
Aircraft  operations  within  this  ROi  do  not  normally  conflict  with  air  traffic 
flows  at  other  airfields  due  to  the  manner  in  which  air  traffic  control 
airspace  and  procedures  have  been  segregated  for  the  surrounding  airports. 
Airspace  above  14,500  feet  MSL  is  controlled  by  Memphis  ARTCC  and  is 
not  affected  by  operati\,<is  with  the  ROI  which  are  attributable  to  Eaker  AFB. 

The  types  and  levels  of  aircraft  operations  projected  for  the  Proposed  Action 
and  alternatives  were  evaluated  and  compared  to  the  way  airspace  was 
configured  and  used  under  the  preclosure  reference.  The  capacity  of  the 
airport  to  accommodate  the  projected  aircraft  fleet  and  operations  was 
assessed  by  calculating  the  airport  service  volume,  using  the  criteria  in  the 
FAA  Advisory  Circular  1 50/5060-5  Potential  effects  on  airspace  use  were 
assessed,  based  on  the  extent  to  which  projected  operations  could 
(1)  require  modifications  to  the  airspace  structure  or  air  traffic  control 
systems  and/or  facilities;  (2)  restrict,  limit,  or  otherwise  delay  other  air 
traffic  in  the  region;  or  (3)  encroach  on  other  airspace  areas  and  uses.  It 
was  recognized  throughout  the  analysis  process  that  a  more  in-depth  study 
would  be  conducted  by  the  FAA,  once  a  reuse  plan  is  selected,  to  identify 
any  impacts  of  the  reuse  activities  and  what  actions  would  be  required  to 
support  the  projected  aircraft  operations.  Therefore,  this  analysis  was  used 
only  to  consider  the  level  of  operations  that  could  likely  be  accommodated 
under  the  existing  airspace  structure,  and  to  identify  potential  impacts  if 
operational  capacities  were  exceeded. 

Data  addressing  private,  passenger,  and  cargo  air  service  in  the  region  were 
acquired  directly  from  representatives  of  airports  serving  the  area  and  air 
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transportation  studies  of  the  area.  The  effect  of  base  closure  on  local 
airports  was  derived  by  subtracting  current  base-related  enplanements  from 
current  total  enplanements.  For  each  reuse  alternative,  impacts  on  air 
transportation  were  determined  by  multiplying  the  ratio  of  enplanements  to 
population  by  the  projected  future  populations  of  the  local  airport  service 
areas. 

Information  regarding  existing  rail  transportation  was  obtained  from  the 
Arkansas  Highway  and  Transportation  Department.  No  projected  effects 
from  reuse  alternatives  on  railroad  transportation  were  evaluated  because 
rail  links  were  not  incorporated  into  any  reuse  alternative. 

UTILITIES 

Utility  usage  was  determined  based  on  land  uses  and  projected  area 
population  increases.  The  utility  systems  addressed  in  this  analysis  include 
the  facilities  and  infrastructure  used  for  potable  water  (pumping,  treatment, 
storage,  and  distribution),  wastewater  (collection  and  treatment),  solid 
waste  (collection  and  disposal),  and  energy  generation  and  distribution 
(electricity  and  natural  gas).  Historic  consumption  data,  service  curtailment 
data,  peak  demand  characteristics,  storage  and  distribution  capacities,  and 
related  information  for  base  utilities  (including  projections  of  future  utility 
demand  for  each  utility  provider's  particular  service  area)  were  extracted 
from  various  engineering  reports  and  the  Eaker  AFB  Comprehensive  Plan. 
Informstion  was  also  obtained  from  public  and  private  utility  purveyors  and 
related  county  and  city  agencies. 

The  ROI  for  this  analysis  comprised  the  service  areas  of  the  local  purveyors 
of  potable  water,  wastewater  treatment,  and  energy  that  serve  Eaker  AFB 
and  the  surrounding  area.  It  was  assumed  that  these  local  purveyors  would 
provide  services  within  the  area  of  the  existing  base  after  disposal/reuse. 

Potential  impacts  were  evaluated  based  on  long-term  projections  of  demand 
and  population.  Projections  of  demand  were  not  available  from  the  various 
utility  purveyors  within  the  region  (through  2013)  for  each  of  their 
respective  service  areas.  For  each  case,  historic  consumption  was 
evaluated  and  a  per  capita  rate  developed.  The  per  capita  rate  and 
population  forecasts  were  used  to  develop  the  future  baseline  for 
comparison  with  potential  reuse  alternatives. 

The  potential  effects  of  reuse  alternatives  were  evaluated  by  estimating  and 
comparing  the  additional  direct  and  indirect  demand  associated  with  each 
alternative  to  the  existing  and  projected  operating  capabilities  of  each  utility 
system.  Estimates  of  direct  utility  demands  on  site  were  used  to  identify 
the  effects  of  the  reuse  activities  on  site-related  utility  systems,  it  was 
assumed  that  the  per-capita  demand  rates  were  representative  of  the  reuse 
activities,  based  on  assumed  similarities  between  proposed  land  uses  and 
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existing  or  projected  uses  in  the  local  area.  Projections  in  the  utilities 
analysis  include  direct  demand  associated  with  activities  planned  on  base 
property,  as  well  as  resulting  changes  in  domestic  demand  associated  with 
population  changes  in  the  local  area. 

3.0  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  AND  HAZARDOUS  WASTE  MANAGEMENT 

Two  categories  of  hazardous  materials  and  hazardous  waste  management 
issues  were  addressed  for  this  analysis:  (1)  impacts  of  hazardous  materials 
utilized  and  hazardous  wastes  generated  by  each  reuse  proposal  and 
(2)  residual  impacts  associated  with  past  Air  Force  practices  including 
delays  due  to  Installation  Restoration  Program  (IRP)  site  remediation.  IRP 
sites  were  identified  as  part  of  the  affected  environment  (Chapter  3),  while 
remediation  impacts  associated  with  these  sites  were  addressed  as 
environmental  consequences  (Chapter  4j.  Impacts  of  wastes  generated  by 
each  reuse  proposal  were  also  addressed  in  Chapter  4.  Primary  sources  of 
data  were  existing  published  reports  such  as  IRP  documents,  management 
plans  for  various  toxic  or  hazardous  substances  (e.g.,  spill  response, 
hazardous  waste,  asbestos),  the  Eaker  closure  DEIS,  and  survey  results 
(e.g.,  radon).  Pertinent  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  and  standards 
were  reviewed  for  applicability  to  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 
Hazardous  materials  and  waste  management  plans  and  inventories  were 
obtained  from  Eaker  AFB.  Interviews  with  personnel  associated  with  these 
on-base  agencies  provided  the  information  necessary  to  fill  any  data  gaps. 
City  and  county  agencies  were  also  contacted  regarding  regulations  which 
would  apply  to  both  current  and  post-closure  activities  for  Eaker  AFB. 

The  ROI  includes  all  geographical  areas  that  have  been  affected  by  an 
on-base  release  of  a  hazardous  material  or  hazardous  waste.  No  known 
areas  of  concern  were  identified  outside  the  base  boundary. 

Preclosure  baseline  conditions  as  defined  for  this  study  include  current 
hazardous  materials/waste  management  practices  and  inventories  pertaining 
to  the  following  areas:  hazardous  materials,  hazardous  waste,  IRP  sites, 
aboveground  and  underground  storage  tanks,  asbestos,  pesticides 
polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs),  radon,  medical/biohazardous  waste,  and 
ordnance.  The  impact  analysis  considered  (1)  the  amount  and  type  of 
hazardous  materiais/waste  currently  associated  with  specific  facilities  and/or 
areas  proposed  under  each  reuse  alternative;  (2)  the  regulatory  requirements 
or  restrictions  associated  with  property  transfer  and  reuse;  (3)  delays  to 
development  due  to  IRP  remediation  activities;  and  (4)  remediation 
schedules  of  specific  hazardous  materials/waste  (i.e.,  PCBs, 
medical/biohazardous  waste)  currently  used  by  the  Air  Force. 
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4.0  NATURAL  ENVIRONMENT 


4. 1  SOILS  AND  GEOLOGY 

Evaluation  of  soils  impacts  addressed  erosion  potential,  construction  related 
dust  gerteration  and  other  soils  problems  {low  soil  strength,  expansive  soils, 
etc.),  and  disturbance  of  unique  soil  types.  Information  was  obtained  from 
several  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies.  Assessment  of  potential  impacts 
to  geology  from  the  reuse  alternatives  included  evaluation  of  resource 
potential  (especially  aggregates),  geologic  hazards  (particularly  potential  for 
seismicity,  liquefaction,  and  subsidence),  and  flooding  potential. 

The  soils  analysis  was  based  on  a  review  of  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS) 
documents  for  soil  properties.  The  soils  in  the  ROI  were  then  evaluated  for 
erosion  potential,  permeability,  evidence  of  hardpans,  expansive  soil 
characteristics,  etc.,  as  these  relate  to  construction  problems  and  erosion 
potential  during  construction.  Mitigations  were  evaluated  based  on  county 
ordinances  and  SCS  recommendations.  Common  engineering  practices  were 
reviewed  to  determine  poor  soil  characteristics  and  recommended  mitigation 
measures. 

The  ROI  for  the  geologic  analysis  included  the  region  surrounding  Eaker  APB 
relative  to  seismic  activity,  mineral  resources,  and  flooding  potential.  The 
ROI  for  the  soils  analysis  was  limited  to  the  base  and  specific  areas 
designated  for  construction  or  renovation. 

The  geologic  analysis  was  based  on  a  review  of  existing  literature  for 
construction  problems  associated  with  geologic  hazards,  availability  of 
construction  aggregate,  and  whether  reuse  would  impact  the  availability  of 
known  mineral  resources. 

4.2  WATER  RESOURCES 

Analysis  of  Impacts  of  the  reuse  alternatives  on  water  resources  considered 
groundwater  quality  and  quantity,  surface  water  quality  (effects  from 
erosion  or  sedimentation  and  contamination),  surface  water  drainage 
diversion,  and  non-point  source  surface  runoff  to  the  Pemiscot  Bayou  and 
Ditch  25.  Impacts  to  water  quality  resources  resulting  from  IRP  activities 
were  addressed  under  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management. 
Information  was  obtained  from  several  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies. 

The  ROI  for  water  resources  included  the  groundwater  basin  underlying  the 
base,  the  surface  drainage  directly  affected  by  runoff  from  the  base,  and  the 
1 00-year  floodplain  in  the  vicinity  of  the  base. 

Existing  surface  water  conditions  were  evaluated  for  flood  potential, 
non-point  source  discharge  or  transportation  of  contaminants  and  surface 
water  quality.  Groundwater  resources  were  evaluated  as  they  pertained  to 
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adequate  water  supplies  for  each  of  the  reuse  alternatives.  Groundwater 
quality  and  the  potential  as  a  potable  water  source  for  each  reuse  alternative 
was  documented.  The  existing  storm  water  drainage  system  was  evaluated 
based  on  available  literature,  and  the  impacts  to  this  system  from  each  of 
the  reuse  alternatives  were  determined. 

4.3  AIR  QUALITY 

The  air  quality  resource  is  defined  as  the  condition  of  the  atmosphere, 
expressed  in  terms  of  the  concentrations  of  air  pollutants  occurring  in  an 
area  as  the  result  of  emissions  from  natural  and/or  man-made  sources. 
Disposal/reuse  alternatives  have  the  potential  to  affect  air  quality  depending 
on  net  changes  in  the  release  of  both  gaseous  and  particulate  matter 
emissions.  The  impact  significance  of  these  emission  changes  were 
determined  by  comparing  the  resulting  atmospheric  concentrations  to  state 
and  federal  ambient  air  quality  standards.  This  analysis  drew  from 
baseline-emission  inventory  information,  construction  scheduling 
information,  project-related  source  information,  and  transportation  data. 
Principal  sources  of  these  data  were  the  U.S.  En.ironmental  Protection 
Agency,  the  Arkansas  Department  of  Pollution  Control  and  Energy,  the 
Eaker  AFB  environmental  coordinator,  and  the  base  civil  engineer. 

The  ROI  was  determined  by  emissions  from  sources  associated  with 
construction  and  operation  of  the  disposal/reuse  alternatives.  For  inert 
pollutant  emissions  (all  pollutants  other  than  ozone  and  its  precursors),  the 
measurable  ROI  is  limited  to  a  few  mites  downwind  from  the  source,  (i.e., 
the  immediate  area  of  Eaker  AFB).  The  ROI  for  ozone  impacts  from  project 
emissions  included  Mississippi  County. 

Emissions  predicted  to  result  from  the  proposed  disposal/reuse  alternatives 
were  compared  to  existing  baseline  emissions  to  determine  the  potential  for 
adverse  air  quality  impact.  Impacts  were  also  assessed  by  modeling,  where 
appropriate,  and  compared  to  air  quality  standards.  Appendix  K  contains 
the  projected  emissions  inventory  information  and  methods.  Estimated 
background  concentrations  were  added  to  the  project  impacts  for 
comparison  with  the  standards.  Impacts  were  considered  significant  if 
project  emissions  would  (1)  increase  an  off-site  ambient  pollutant 
concentration  from  below  to  above  a  federal,  state,  or  local  standard; 

(2)  expose  sensitive  receptors  (such  as  schools  or  hospitals)  to  substantial 
pollutant  concentrations.  All  other  air  quality  impacts  were  considered 
insignificant. 


4.4  NOISE 


The  noise  analysis  addressed  potential  noise  impacts  from  reuse-generated 
aircraft  operations,  surface  traffic,  and  other  identified  noise  sources  on 
communities  surrounding  Eaker  AFB.  Most  of  the  data  were  obtained  from 
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the  aircraft  operations  and  traffic  data  prepared  for  the  reuse  alternatives. 
Day-night  levels  (DNL)  were  used  to  determine  noise  impacts.  A  single- 
event  noise  analysis  using  sound  exposure  levels  ISEL)  was  also  performed. 
Scientific  literature  on  noise  effects  was  also  referenced. 

The  ROI  for  noise  was  defined  as  the  area  within  DNL  65  decibels  (dBI 
contours  based  on  land  use  compatibility  guidelines  developed  from  FAA 
regulations  (Federal  Aviation  Administration,  1 989).  The  ROI  for  surface 
traffic  noise  impacts  incorporated  key  road  segments  identified  in  the 
Transportation  Analysis. 

Noise  levels  from  aircraft  operations  were  estimated  using  the  FAA- 
developed  and  approved  Integrated  Noise  Model  (INM)  3.9  and  FAA- 
approved  Noise  Exposure  Model  (NOISEMAP),  version  6.0.  Noise  contours 
for  ONE  65  dB  and  above  were  depicted.  Noise  levels  due  to  surface  traffic 
were  estimated  using  the  Federal  Highway  Administration's  Highway  Noise 
Model  (Federal  Highway  Administration,  1978).  Potential  noise  impacts 
were  identified  by  overlaying  the  noise  contours  with  land  use  and 
population  information  to  determine  the  number  of  residents  who  would  be 
exposed  to  DNL  above  65  dB. 

SELs  related  to  reuse  alternatives  were  provided  for  representative  noise 
sensitive  receptors  exposed  to  aircraft  noise  from  the  Eaker  airfield.  The 
SELs  presented  were  outdoor  levels  and  took  into  account  the  location  of 
the  receptors  relative  to  the  various  flight  tracks  and  aircraft  profiles  used. 
Noise  reduction  effects  for  common  construction  were  included  in  the  sleep 
interference  analysis;  however,  evaluation  of  noise  reduction  of  specific 
structures  was  not  performed. 

Methods  used  to  analyze  noise  impacts  under  each  reuse  scenario  are 
presented  in  detail  in  Appendix  I  of  this  EIS. 

4.5  BIOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

Biological  resources  addressed  in  relation  to  disposal  and  reuse  of  Eaker  AFB 
included  vegetation,  wildlife,  threatened  and  endangered  species,  and 
sensitive  habitats  (e.g.,  wetlands).  Primary  data  sources  for  the  analysis 
included  pul'ished  literature  and  reports,  field  reconnaissance  of  the  base, 
and  contacts  with  agerK:ies  such  as  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and 
the  Arkansas  Game  and  Fish  Commission.  The  Eaker  AFB  boundary 
comprised  the  ROI  for  the  biological  resources  assessment. 

Vegetation  and  sensitive  biological  resources  (e.g.,  wetlands  and  protected 
species)  on  the  base  were  mapped  using  aerial  photographs  and  field 
observations  obtained  during  a  reconnaissance  survey  of  the  base  on 
April  13-1 7,  1992,  to  ground  truth  the  photos.  Wetlands  on  the  base  were 
delineated  using  the  methods  set  forth  in  the  "Federal  Manual  for  Identifying 


£aker  AFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FF/S 


E-9 


and  Delineating  Jurisdictional  Wetlands*  (Federal  Interagency  Committee  for 
Wetland  Delineation,  1989).  Acreages  for  wetlands  were  determined  from 
aerial  photos  using  a  digitizing  area-line. 

The  impact  analysis  was  performed  by  overlaying  project  land  use  maps  for 
each  alternative  onto  the  biological  resource  maps  using  the  CIS  to  calculate 
the  overlap  by  land  use.  The  figures  were  then  used  to  estimate  the  amount 
of  habitat  that  could  be  affected.  The  proportion  of  disturbance  associated 
with  each  land  use  category  was  determined  based  on  accepted  land  use 
planning  concepts.  It  was  assumed  that  disturbance  could  occur  at  one  or 
more  sites  within  the  land  use  area,  unless  designated  as  vacant  land  on  the 
project  maps.  Disturbance  of  each  habitat  type  present  was  considered  to 
be  in  direct  proportion  to  the  development  factor.  All  other  impacts  were 
qualitatively  assessed  based  on  literature  data  and  scientific  expertise  on  the 
responses  of  plants  and  animals  to  project-related  disturbances  such  as 
noise,  landscaping,  and  vegetation  maintenance. 

4.6  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

Cultural  resources  generally  include  three  main  categories;  prehistoric 
resources,  historic  structures  and  resources,  and  traditional  resources.  For 
the  purposes  of  this  EIS,  cultural  resources  were  defined  to  also  include 
paleontological  resources:  the  fossil  evidence  of  past  plant  and  animal  life. 
Prehistoric  resources  are  places  where  human  activity  has  measurably 
altered  the  earth  or  left  deposits  of  physical  remains.  Historic  structures  and 
resources  include  standing  structures  and  other  physical  remains  of  historic 
significance.  Traditional  resources  are  topographical  areas,  features, 
habitats,  plants,  animals,  minerals,  or  archaeological  sites  that  contemporary 
Native  Americans  or  other  groups  value  presently,  or  did  so  in  the  past,  and 
consider  essential  for  the  persistence  of  their  traditional  culture.  Cultural 
resources  of  particular  concern  include  properties  listed  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP),  properties  potentially  eligible  for  the 
NRHP,  and  sacred  Native  American  sites  and  areas. 

Data  used  to  compile  information  on  these  resources  were  obtained  from 
existing  environmental  documents;  material  on  file  at  Eaker  AFB;  recent 
cultural  resource  reports  pertaining  to  the  base;  interviews  with  individuals 
familiar  with  the  history,  archaeology,  or  paleontology  of  the  Blytheville 
area;  and  records  of  the  Arkansas  Archaeological  Survey.  The  ROI  for 
cultural  resources  includes  all  areas  within  the  boundaries  of  Eaker  AFB.  No 
off-base  areas  were  included  except  where  ground  disturbing  activities  (such 
as  road  construction  or  widening)  have  been  incorporated  into  potential 
reuse  plans. 

The  EIS  contains  the  most  up-to-date  information  on  the  importance  of 
cultural  resources  on  Eaker  AFB,  based  on  existing  information  regarding 
evaluation  of  eligibility  for  the  NRHP.  Cultural  resources  for  which  eligibility 
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information  was  unavailabia  wars  assumed  to  be  eligible  for  the  National 
Register,  as  is  stipulated  in  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA). 


According  to  National  Register  criteria  (36  CFR  60.4),  the  quality  of 
significance  is  present  in  districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  and  objects 

that: 


(a)  Are  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a  significant 
contribution  to  the  broad  patterns  of  history 

(b)  Are  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons  significant  in  the  past 

(cl  Embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  or 
method  of  construction;  represent  the  work  of  a  master; 
possess  high  artistic  value;  or  represent  a  significant  and 
distinguishable  entity  whose  components  may  lack  individual 
distinction 

(d)  Have  yielded,  or  may  be  likely  to  yield,  information  important  in 
prehistory  or  history. 

To  be  listed  in  or  considered  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register,  a 
cultural  resource  must  meet  at  least  one  of  the  above  criteria  and  must  also 
possess  integrity  of  location,  design,  setting,  materials,  workmanship, 
feeling,  and  association,  integrity  is  defined  as  the  authenticity  of  a 
property's  historic  identity,  as  evidenced  by  the  survival  of  physical 
characteristics  that  existed  during  the  property’s  historic  or  prehistoric 
occupation  or  use.  If  a  resource  retains  the  physical  characteristics  it 
possessed  in  the  past,  it  has  the  capacity  to  convey  information  about  a 
culture  or  people,  historical  patterns,  or  architectural  or  engineering  design 
and  technology. 

Compliance  with  requirements  of  cultural  resource  laws  and  regulations 
ideally  involves  four  basic  steps:  (1)  identification  of  significant  cultural 
resources  that  could  be  affected  by  the  Proposed  Action  or  its  alternatives, 
(2)  assessment  of  the  impacts  or  effects  of  these  actions,  (3)  determination 
of  significance  of  potential  historic  properties  within  the  ROI,  and 
(4)  development  and  implementation  of  measures  to  eliminate  or  reduce 
adverse  impacts.  The  primary  law  governing  cultural  resources  in  terms  of 
their  treatment  in  an  environmental  analysis  is  the  NHPA,  which  addresses 
the  protection  of  historic  and  cultural  properties.  In  compliance  with  the 
NHPA,  the  Air  Force  is  in  the  process  of  consultation  with  the  SHPO,  as 
required  under  Section  106  of  the  Act. 

There  are  no  legally  established  criteria  for  assessing  the  importance  of  a 
Native  Americans  resource.  These  criteria  are  established  through 
consultation  with  Native  Americans  according  to  the  requirements  of  the 
American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act. 
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Adverse  effects  that  may  occur  as  a  result  of  base  reuse  are  those  that  have 
8  negative  impact  on  characteristics  that  make  a  resource  eligible  for  listing 
on  the  NRHP.  Actions  that  can  diminish  the  integrity,  research  potential,  or 
other  important  characteristics  of  a  historic  property  include  the  following 
<36  CFR  800.9); 

•  Physical  destruction,  damage,  or  alteration  of  all  or  part  of  the 
property 

•  Isolating  the  property  from  its  setting  or  altering  the  character  of 
the  property's  setting  when  that  character  contributes  to  the 
property's  qualification  for  the  National  Register 

•  Introduction  of  visual  or  auditory  elements  that  are  out  of 
character  with  the  property  or  that  alter  its  setting 

•  Conveyance  of  a  federally  owned  property  without  adequate 
conditions  or  restrictions  regarding  its  preservation, 
maintenance,  or  use 

•  Neglect  of  a  property,  resulting  in  its  deterioration  or 
destruction. 

Regulations  for  implementing  Section  1 06  of  the  NHPA  indicate  that  the 
transfer,  conveyance,  lease,  or  sale  of  a  historic  property  are  procedurally 
considered  to  be  adverse  effects,  thereby  ensuring  full  regulatory 
consideration  in  federal  project  planning  and  execution.  However,  effects  of 
a  project  that  would  otherwise  be  found  to  be  adverse  may  not  be 
considered  adverse  if  one  of  the  following  conditions  exists; 

•  When  the  historic  property  is  of  value  only  for  its  potential 
contribution  to  archaeological,  historical,  or  architectural 
research,  and  when  such  value  can  be  substantially  preserved 
through  the  conduct  of  appropriate  research,  and  such  research 
is  conducted  in  accordance  with  applicable  professional 
standards  and  guidelines 

•  When  the  undertaking  is  limited  to  the  rehabilitation  of  buildings 
and  structures  and  is  conducted  in  a  manner  that  preserves  the 
historical  and  architectural  value  of  the  affected  historic  property 
through  conformance  with  the  Secretary's  Standards  for 
Rehabilitation  and  Guidelines  for  Rehabilitation  of  Historic 
Buildings 

•  When  the  undertaking  is  limited  to  the  transfer,  conveyance, 
lease,  or  sale  of  a  historic  property,  and  adequate  restrictions  or 
conditions  are  included  to  ensure  preservation  of  the  property's 
significant  historic  features. 
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The  treatment  of  paleontological  resources  is  governed  by  Public  Law 
74-292  (the  National  Natural  Landmarks  Program,  implemented  by 
36  CFR  621.  Only  paleontological  remains  determined  to  be  significant  are 
subject  to  consideration  and  protection  by  a  federal  agency.  Among  the 
criteria  used  for  National  Natural  Landmark  designation  are  illustrative 
character,  present  condition,  diversity,  rarity,  and  value  for  science  and 
education. 
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CURRENT  PERMITS 


Permit  .'Jo. 

Permitted  Facility/ 
Equipment 

Issuing  Agency 

Original  Date 
issued 

Date  of 

Expiration 

03-30268-1  AFP 

Radioactive  materia) 

U  S  Air  Force 
Radioisotope 
Committee.  Office 
of  the  Surgeon 
General 

Oct  15,  1991 

Oct  31,  1994 

AR0020338 

Wastewater  without  toxic 
or  priority  pollutants 

U  S.  EPA  Region  IV 

Feb  15,  1981 

Feb  14.  1986 

AR0035726 

Wastewater  priority 
pollutant  limits 

U  S  EPA  Region  IV 

June  8,  1975 

June  7,  1980 

S-0130 

Solid  waste 

Department  of 
Pollution  Control 
and  Ecology 

May  26,  1978 

0266-AI 

incinerator 

Department  of 
Pollution  Control 
and  Ecology 

Jan  14.  1R76 
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AIR  FORCE  POLICY 

MANAGEMENT  OF  ASBESTOS  AND  BUILDINGS  SURVEYED  FOR  ASBESTOS 

AT  EAKER  AIR  FORCE  BASE 


INTRODUCTION 


Asbestos  in  building  facilities  is  managed  because  of  potential  adverse 
human  health  effects.  Asbestos  must  be  removed  or  controlled  if  it  is  in  a 
location  and  condition  that  constitutes  a  health  hazard  or  a  potential  health 
hazard  or  it  is  otherwise  required  by  law  (e.g.,  schools).  The  hazard 
determination  must  be  made  by  a  health  professional  {in  the  case  of  the  Air 
Force,  a  Bioenviron  mental  Engineer)  trained  to  make  such  determinations. 
While  removal  is  a  remedy,  in  many  cases  management  alternatives  (such  as 
encapsulation  within  the  building)  are  acceptable  and  cost  effective  methods 
of  dealing  with  asbestos.  The  keys  to  dealing  with  asbestos  are  knowing  its 
location  and  condition  and  having  a  management  plan  to  prevent  asbestos 
containing  materials  that  continue  to  serve  their  intended  purpose  from 
becoming  a  health  hazard.  There  is  no  alternative  to  such  management, 
because  society  does  not  have  the  resources  to  remove  and  dispose  of  all 
asbestos  in  all  buildings  in  the  United  States.  Most  asbestos  is  not  now  nor 
will  it  become  a  health  hazard  if  it  is  properly  managed. 

There  are  no  laws  applicable  to  the  five  closure  bases  that  specifically 
mandate  the  removal  or  management  of  asbestos  in  buildings  other  than  the 
law  addressing  asbestos  in  schools  (P.L.  99<519).  Statutory  or  regulatory 
requirements  that  result  in  removal  or  management  of  asbestos  are  based  on 
human  exposure  or  the  potential  for  human  exposure  (i.e.  National  Emission 
Standards  for  )-lazardous  Air  Pollutants  (NESHAPS)  =  no  visible  emissions, 
OSH  A  =  number  of  airborne  fibers  per  cc).  There  are  no  statutory  or  other 
mandatory  standards,  criteria,  or  procedures  for  deciding  what  to  do  with 
asbestos.  Thus,  health  professional  judgement  based  on  exposure  levels  or 
potential  exposure  levels  must  be  the  primary  determinant  of  what  should  be 
done  with  asbestos.  Apart  from  this  professional  and  scientific  approach, 
closing  bases  present  the  additional  problem  of  obtaining  an  economic  return 
to  the  Government  for  its  property.  Asbestos  in  closing  base  properties 
must  also  be  analyzed  to  determine  the  most  prudent  course  in  terms  of 
removal  or  remediation  cost  and  the  price  that  can  be  obtained  as  a  result. 

The  following  specific  policies  will  apply  to  bases  closed  or  realigned  (so 
that  there  are  excess  facilities  to  be  sold)  under  the  Base  Closure  and 
Realignment  Act,  P.L.  100-526  and  P.L.  101-510. 
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1 .  Asbestos  witi  be  removed  if: 

(a)  The  protection  of  human  health  as  determined  by  the 

Bioenvironmental  Engineer  requires  removal  (e.g.,  exposed 
friable  asbestos  within  a  building)  in  accordance  with 
applicable  health  laws,  regulations  and  standards 

<b)  A  building  is  unsalable  without  removal,  or  removal  prior  to 
sale  is  cost-effective;  that  is,  the  removal  cost  is  low 
enough  compared  to  value  that  would  be  received  for  a 
"clean"  building  that  removal  is  a  good  investment  for  the 
Government.  Prior  to  the  decision  to  remove  asbestos 
solely  for  economic  reasons,  an  economic  analysis  will  be 
conducted  to  determine  if  demolition,  removal  of  some 
types  of  asbestos  but  not  others,  or  asbestos  removal  and 
sale  would  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  Government. 

(c)  A  building  is,  or  is  intended  to  be,  used  as  a  school  or  child 
care  facility. 

2.  When  asbestos  is  present  but  none  of  the  above  applies,  the 
asbestos  will  be  managed  using  commonly  accepted  standards, 
criteria  and  procedures  to  assure  sufficient  protection  of  human 
health  and  the  environment,  in  accordance  with  applicable  and 
developing  health  standards. 

3.  A  thorough  survey  for  asbestos  (including  review  of  facility 
records,  visual  inspection,  and  where  appropriate  as  determined 
by  the  Bioenvironmental  Engineer  and  the  Base  Civil  Engineer, 
intrusive  inspection)  will  be  conducted  by  the  Air  Force  prior  to 
sale. 

4.  Appraisal  instructions,  advertisements  for  sale,  and  deeds  will 
contain  accurate  descriptions  of  the  types,  quantities,  locations, 
and  condition  of  asbestos  in  any  real  property  to  be  sold  or 
otherwise  transferred  outside  the  Federal  Government. 
Appraisals  will  indicate  what  discount  the  market  would  apply  if 
the  building  were  to  be  sold  with  the  asbestos  in  place. 

5.  Encapsulated  asbestos  in  a  building  structure,  friable  or  not,  is 
not  regarded  as  hazardous  waste  by  the  Air  Force,  nor  does 
encapsulation  within  the  structure  of  a  building  constitute 
"storing”  or  "disposing  of"  hazardous  waste.  Asbestos 
incorporated  into  a  building  as  part  of  the  structure  has  not  been 
"stored"  or  "disposed  of." 
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6.  Friable  asbestos,  or  asbestos  that  will  probably  become  friable, 
that  has  been  stored  or  disposed  of  underground  or  elsewhere 
on  the  property  to  be  sold  will  be  properly  disposed  of,  unless 
the  location  is  a  landfill  or  other  disposal  facility  property 
permitted  for  friable  asbestos  disposal. 

7.  The  final  Air  Force  determination  regarding  the  disposition  of 
asbestos  will  be  dependent  on  the  plan  for  disposal  and  any 
reuse  of  the  building.  Decisions  will  take  into  account  the 
proposed  community  reuse  plan  and  the  economic  analysis  of 
alternatives  {see  para  4).  The  course  of  action  to  be  followed 
with  respect  to  asbestos  at  each  closing  installation  will  be 
analyzed  in  the  Disposal  and  Reuse  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  and  will  be  included  in  the  record  of  decision  (ROD). 
Any  buildings  or  facilities  where  the  proposed  asbestos  plan  is 
controversial  will  be  addressed  in  the  ROD,  whether  individually 
or  as  a  class  of  closely  related  facilities. 

8.  Since  other  considerations  must  be  taken  into  account  at  bases 
that  are  continuing  to  operate,  this  policy  does  not  apply  to 
them,  nor  is  it  necessarily  a  precedent  for  asbestos  removal 
policy  on  them. 

This  Air  Force  Policy  on  the  Management  of  Asbestos  at  Closing  Bases 
dated  1  May  1 992  has  been  retyped  for  the  purposes  of  clarity  and 
legibility. 
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Table  G-1.  Facilities  Surveyed  for  Asbestos,  Eaker  Air  Force  Base 


Facility 

Number 

Facility  Description 

Construction 

Date 

Size 

(square  feet) 

100 

Fire  Station 

1955 

15,717 

103 

Wing  Headquarters 

1956 

12,195 

105 

Jet  engine  Maintenance  Shop 

1960 

32,918 

107 

Weapons  and  Release  Systems 

1955 

35,411 

130 

Organizational  Maintenance 

1959 

21,189 

150 

Photo  Lab 

1955 

3,775 

160 

Base  Service  Station 

1970 

4,299 

201 

Base  Operations 

1986 

12,164 

202 

Squadron  Operations 

1956 

6,548 

203 

Vehicle  Fueling  Station 

1964 

25 

204 

Water  Supply  Building 

1959 

677 

205 

Vehicle  Maintenance  Shop 

1964 

4,826 

206 

Squadron  Operations 

1956 

10,839 

207 

Weapon  System  Management 

1955 

45,960 

214 

Storage  Facility 

1986 

30,000 

215 

Supply  &  Equipment  Warehouse 

1956 

22,551 

218 

Survey  Equipment  Shop 

1955 

9,728 

220 

Base  Hazardous  Storage 

1955 

1,000 

222 

Base  Operations 

1960 

35 

223 

Storage  Facility 

1961 

216 

229 

RAPCON  Center 

1974 

7,636 

231 

Water  pumping  facility 

1971 

240 

232 

Wing  Headquarters 

1956 

2,956 

233 

Communications  Facility 

1956 

15,422 

234 

Dental  Clinic 

1955 

5,249 

237 

Automobile  Shop 

1964 

9,6J^ 

240 

Traffic  Management 

1955 

3,201 

242 

Family  Housing  Management  Office 

1975 

1,650 

250 

Education  Center 

1956 

14,041 

320 

Avionics  Shop 

1955 

248 

426 

Supply  &  Equip.  Warehouse 

1961 

8,000 

427 

Administration  Office 

1961 

480 

430 

Supply  &  Equip.  Warehouse 

1955 

9.648 

431 

Wing  Headquarters 

1955 

9,048 

432 

Traffic  Management 

1955 

9,048 

433 

Base  Supply 

1956 

33,158 

434 

Flight  Simulator  Facility 

1985 

18,600 

435 

Commissary  Storage 

1961 

3,195 

436 

Animal  Clinic 

1960 

1,084 

438 

Form  &  Publication  Facility 

1955 

9,048 

439 

Wing  Headquarters 

1955 

8,932 

440 

Supply  &  Equip.  Warehouse 

1955 

9,048 

441 

Base  Engineering  Administration 

1981 

48 

442 

Thrift  Shop 

1954 

3,280 

449 

Non-Destructive  Inspection  Lab 

1974 

5,824 

450 

Aircraft  Maintenance  Dock 

1959 

21,186 

451 

Sanitary  Latrine 

1959 

264 
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Facility 

Number 

Facility  Description 

Construction 

Date 

Size 

(square  feet) 

452 

Aircraft  Maintenance  Dock 

1959 

20,453 

453 

Aircraft  Maintenance  Dock 

1959 

22,495 

454 

Sanitary  Latrine 

1959 

264 

455 

Corrosion  Control 

1959 

35,470 

457 

Aircraft  Maintenance  Dock 

1962 

14,863 

459 

Corrosion  Control  Storage 

1976 

64 

463 

Security  Police  Operations 

1985 

2,652 

464 

Security  Police  Control  Center 

1983 

9,425 

466 

Vehicle  Operations  Administration 

1963 

2,503 

467 

Refueling  Vehicle  Shop 

1962 

2,032 

468 

Vehicle  Maintenance  Shop 

1967 

29,350 

470 

Aircraft  Maintenance  Shop 

1962 

11,300 

471 

Storage  Facility 

1962 

5,961 

473 

Pavement  &  Grounds  Facility 

1959 

960 

475 

Storage  Facility 

1956 

2,560 

477 

Storage  Facility 

1977 

4,000 

478 

Storage  Shed 

1974 

296 

479 

Storage  Facility 

1977 

3,200 

480 

Pump  Station 

1956 

204 

485 

Storage  Facility 

1981 

576 

487 

Storage  Facility 

1981 

576 

491 

Water  Pump  Station 

1955 

213 

492 

Water  Supply  Building 

1955 

3,312 

493 

Water  Pump  Station 

1955 

264 

494 

Storage  Shed 

1979 

84 

495 

Storage  Facility 

1981 

240 

502 

Child  Care  Center 

1956 

3,007 

511 

Base  Personnel  Office 

1961 

25,101 

512 

Social  Action  Facility 

1955 

16,787 

513 

Disaster  Preparedness 

1955 

1 1 ,836 

514 

Crew  Readiness 

1955 

16,787 

517 

Bank  Branch 

1957 

2,367 

522 

Recreation  Center 

1956 

10,930 

525 

Chapel  Center 

1963 

1 7,602 

527 

Child  Care  Center 

1962 

2,089 

544 

Wing  Headquarters 

1955 

649 

546 

Swimmers/Bath  Warehouse 

1972 

2,512 

549 

Swimming  Pool  Water  Treatment 

1972 

159 

550 

Vehicle  Maintenance  Shop 

1977 

254 

551 

Base  Theater 

1956 

5,411 

552 

Base  Exchange 

1956 

32,925 

555 

Library 

1968 

5,989 

556 

Commissary 

1959 

38,575 

558 

Child  Care  Center 

1982 

8,365 

560 

Base  Package  Store 

1954 

3,370 

570 

Bowling  Center 

1961 

12,601 

601 

Group  Headquarters 

1956 

4,319 
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Table  G-1.  Facilities  Surveyed  for  Asbestos,  Eaker  Air  Force  Base 
_ Page  3  of  4 _ _ 


Facility 

Number 

Facility  Description 

Construction 

Date 

Size 

(square  feet) 

602 

Administration/Office 

1956 

4,319 

604 

Squadron  Operations 

1956 

12,584 

608 

Airmans  Dormitory 

1987 

41,000 

609 

Airmans  Dormitory 

1984 

41,000 

613 

Airmans  Dormitory 

1955 

12,240 

617 

PLT  Building  Air  Conditioning 

1965 

642 

619 

Airmans  Dormitory 

1984 

41,000 

620 

Airmans  Dormitory 

1987 

41,000 

625 

NCO  Club 

1956 

15,980 

630 

Gymnasium 

1955 

30,627 

640 

Group  Headquarters 

1955 

11,424 

641 

Wing  Headquarters 

1955 

21,117 

644 

AFOSI  Office 

1986 

1,650 

645 

Group  Headquarters 

1955 

4,606 

650 

Base  Hospital 

1958 

54,089 

654 

Electric  Power  Station 

1986 

768 

696 

Security  Police  Operations 

1962 

642 

697 

Traffic  Check  House 

1978 

71 

700 

Open  Mess 

1957 

13,894 

701 

Visiting  Officers  Quarters 

1962 

3,414 

702 

Visiting  Officers  Quarters 

1955 

22,655 

703 

Family  Housing 

1962 

3,414 

704 

Family  Housing 

1962 

3,414 

705 

Sanitary  Sewage  Pump  Station 

1955 

262 

707 

Swimming  Pool  Water  Treatment 

1966 

82 

708 

Swimmers  Bath  House 

1966 

853 

800 

Base  Engineering  Administration 

1956 

13,641 

820 

Sanitary  Sewage  Pump  Station 

1962 

315 

854 

Sanitary  Sewage  Pump  Station 

1954 

160 

899 

Traffic  Check  House 

1959 

54 

1003 

Maintenance  Shop 

1969 

960 

1005 

Water  Pumping  Station 

1960 

254 

1006 

Wastewater  Treatment  Building 

1975 

114 

1007 

Wastewater  Treatment  Building 

1955 

805 

1014 

Maintenance  Shop 

1976 

960 

1016 

Wastewater  Treatment  Building 

1980 

1,003 

1020 

Liquid  Fuel  Pump  Station 

1959 

1,470 

1200 

TACAN  Station 

1957 

477 

1201 

Magazine  Storage 

1956 

412 

1202 

Magazine  Storage 

1956 

1,069 

1203 

Magazine  Storage 

1956 

1,069 

1204 

Magazine  Storage 

1956 

2,147 

1205 

Conventional  Munitions  Magazine  Shop 

1971 

2,370 

1206 

Magazine  Storage 

1959 

1,069 

1207 

Igloo  Storage 

1974 

2,054 

1208 

Igloo  Storage 

1974 

2,054 

1209 

Magazine  Storage 

1959 

4,266 
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Table  G-1.  Facilities  Surveyed  for  Asbestos.  Eaker  Air  Force  Base 


Facility 

Number 

Facility  Description 

Construction 

Date 

Size 

(square  feet) 

1210 

Magazine  Storage 

1960 

4,479 

1211 

Igloo  Storage 

1974 

2,054 

1212 

Munitions  Maintenance  Administration 

1959 

2,098 

1213 

Surveillance  Inspection  Shop 

1974 

8,268 

1214 

WSA  Entry  Building 

1959 

1,773 

1215 

Kennel 

1961 

420 

1218 

Alert  Support  Facility 

1980 

1,341 

1220 

Receiver 

1957 

1,050 

1222 

Transmitter 

1957 

1,050 

1225 

Crew  Readiness  Facility 

1960 

28,891 

1227 

Entry  Building 

1960 

168 

1229 

Golf  Course  Storage 

1957 

3,087 

1231 

MWR  Storage 

1964 

960 

1232 

Liquid  Fuel  Pump  Station 

1959 

1,470 

1234 

Liquid  Fuel  Pump  Station 

1959 

1,470 

1235 

Petroleum  Operation  Building 

1977 

188 

1236 

Storage  Liquid  Oxygen 

1964 

1,295 

1240 

Waste  Pump  Station 

1957 

101 

1241 

Golf  Clubhouse 

1959 

622 

1244 

Crew  Readiness  Facility 

1957 

2,600 

1249 

Maintenance  Shop 

1981 

1,215 

1252 

Igloo  Storage 

1986 

4,574 

1253 

Igloo  Storage 

1986 

4,574 

1255 

Sanitary  Sewage  Pump  Station 

1985 

30 

1256 

Sanitary  Sewage  Pump  Station 

1985 

30 

1261 

Kennel 

1270 

Igloo  Storage 

1985 

4,864 

1271 

Igloo  Storage 

1985 

4,864 

1272 

Igloo  Storage 

1985 

4,864 

1273 

Igloo  Storage 

1985 

4,864 

1274 

Igloo  Storage 

1985 

4,864 

1275 

Igloo  Storage 

1985 

4,864 

1276 

Igloo  Storage 

1985 

4,864 

1277 

Igloo  Storage 

1985 

4,864 

1279 

Maintenance  Shop 

1981 

1,280 

1280 

Hazard  Storage 

1985 

96 

1284 

Hazard  Storage 

1985 

96 

1285 

Missile  Assembly  Shop 

1985 

32,336 

1286 

Inert  Storage 

1985 

8,951 

1287 

Wastewater  Pump  Station 

1985 

1,195 

1288 

Storage  Facility 

1985 

7,665 

1303 

Pavement  Ground  Facility 

1960 

4,685 

1305 

Maintenance  Shop 

1960 

4,166 

1307 

Maintenance  Building 

1989 

2,400 

1308 

Maintenance  Building 

1967 

775 

1320 

Liquid  Fuel  Pump  Station 

1959 

1,470 
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T8bje^^2j^J^ljitarjj^F8milj^Hous|n2^Surj^^ 


Physically  Visually  Number  of  Unit  Size 

Inspected  Units _ Inspected  Units _ Units _  (square  feet) 


1792B 

1792A* 

86 

1,294 

1777B 

1777A* 

130 

1,440 

1541B 

1541A* 

16 

1,474 

1543B 

1550B* 

16 

1,474 

1515A 

1517B 

80 

1,631 

1515B 

1519B 

80 

1,631 

1517A 

1524A 

80 

1,631 

1518A 

1518B 

40 

1,803 

1520A 

1520B 

40 

1,803 

1525B 

1525A* 

40 

1,803 

1500* 

1531* 

2 

2,119 

1501* 

1 

2,551 

1527* 

1577* 

2 

2,344 

1406A 

1406B* 

284 

1,592 

141  OB 

1410A* 

284 

1,592 

1414B 

1414A* 

284 

1,592 

1415B 

1415A* 

284 

1,592 

1419B 

1419A 

82 

1,704 

1423B 

1423A 

82 

1,704 

1436A 

1436B* 

82 

1,704 

1607A 

1607B* 

18 

1,714 

1620A 

1620B* 

18 

1,714 

1642A 

1642B 

18 

1,714 

1608A 

1608B* 

42 

1,886 

1613A 

1613B* 

42 

1,886 

1604A 

1604B* 

36 

1.910 

1606A 

1606B* 

36 

1,910 

1618B 

1618A* 

36 

1,910 

1503* 

1504* 

3 

2,254 

1506* 

1 

2,587 

1641A* 

1641B* 

4 

1,910 

2001 A 

2001 B* 

100 

1,510  to  1,607 

2001 C* 

100 

1,510  to  1,607 

2001 D* 

100 

1,510  to  1,607 

2002D 

2002A* 

100 

1,510  to  1,607 

2002B* 

100 

1,510  to  1,607 

2002C* 

100 

1,510  to  1,607 

2004B 

2004A 

100 

1,510  to  1,607 

2004C* 

100 

1,510  to  1,607 

2004D* 

100 

1,510  to  1,607 

2007A 

2007B* 

100 

1,510  to  1,670 

2007C* 

100 

1,510  to  1,670 

2007D* 

100 

1,510  to  1,670 

201 9A 

201 9B 

100 

1,510  to  1,670 

201 9C* 

100 

1,510  to  1,670 

201 9D* 

100 

1.510  to  1,670 

*  OanotM  occupiad  unit*  ••  of  February  19,  1992. 
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APPENDIX  H 

FARMLAND  CONVERSION  IMPACT  RATING,  FORM  AD- 1006 
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U  S  OeparTmeni  o*  Aijt.c 


FARMLAND  CONVERSION  IMPACT  RATING 


PART  1  'c!  ae 

..  e* 

\4me  Q? 

Eaker  Air  Force  Base  -  Reuse  c  Dispos^ti. 

■■'C' 

Fctce 

?'0(xjsea  ujria 

Industrial / Residential 

M ; 

*  *  •  0  ■  f 

s  !i  1  i  s  i  p p  i.  C cu rt t.  'V  ,  A  r  f 

4  n  Tv  4  ^ 

PART  11  (To  Oe  comoietea  oy  SCjj 

'.re  '  *'  ^ 

0o«  the  site  contain  Oftme,  un.qge,  iiatewide  o'  ocai 

'  «  vr  -  1-  a  -  •*•  -  .■  r 

Uf  no.  the  F0P4  -Jogs  not  apply  -  Jo  not  compie’e  aao  t  ..inei  parts 

. ^ 

liT?  . 

'-*»|Or  "rOQISl  -iimtO  t  .j-’-J 

Cfe*  v.w'’  J-T 

Cy9-&ayj  ,  So*^^4^a~rT  -^C'es  S*^9.<:»7o 

...\9Jr2.  ^7 Q . 

Nam*  Of  Land  gTvaiuatto^T^yjftm  »js*d  \4'^9  0*  Local'S  t# 

■  «-C  tr,. 

PART  III  iTo  Oe  comp/e  tea  .?y  federei  A-jency' 

',j„,  . . 

S  *  ^  A  U  f  #  if 

t »  ”  •  e  " 

A.  Total  Acres  To  3e  Converted  D''ect!v 

. ‘8r:r  . . 

'■  vr-'V- . ■■■  - . . 

B.  Total  Acres  To  8e  Converted  Indirectly 

— 

— 

C.  Total  Acres  in  Site 

'87.1  82'. 1 

2  I  .  5 

PART  tv  /To  be  completed  Ov  SCSI  Land  Evaluation  information 

A,  Total  Acres  Pnrne  And  Unique  Farmland 

.  721' . JL/  . 

c2vv2.  5" 

8.  Total  Acres  Statewide  And  Local  Importan:  Fa-rnianq 

Q  ..  Q _ 

. . .  . . . 

C.  Percentage  Of  Tarmiand  In  County  Or  Local  Govt  Und  To  8e  Converted 

,  -  <QQ  /  Z _ 

-  aAPJ.  .  . . . 

D.  Percentage  0*  Parmiana  in  Govt  Jurnaiciio  '  vv.ir>  Same  O'  n.gne'  f^e'a 

.  fvl.7 

A?v7  . 

PART  V  I'To  be  compieted  oy  SCSI  Land  Evaluation  Criterion 

-T^-S  7S,1 

Relative  Value  Of  Farmland  To  Be  Converted  tScaie  of  Q  to  fOO Po-ntsi 

rfr7 

PART  VI  (To  oe  completed  Ov  federal  Agency  I  y 

a*  I'^wf^ 

Site  Ajsessment  Criteria  i~h»se  criteria  are  enplainacf  in  J  55*'  SIbl 

1.  Area  In  Nonurban  Use 

15 

10  10 

♦  V' 

2.  Perimeter  in  Nonurban  Use 

10 

6  6 

6 

3.  Percent  Of  Site  Semq  Farm.eO 

20 

7  -1 

lb  a^ 

4.  Protection  Provided  By  State  And  Local  Government 

20 

0  0 

ij 

5.  Distance  From  Urban  Builtuo  Area 

15 

0  0 

0 

6.  Distance  To  Urban  SuoDort  Services 

15 

0  0 

A 

J 

7.  Size  Of  Present  Farm  Unit  Comoared  To  Average 

10 

10  10 

.J 

8.  Creation  Of  Nonfarmable  Farmland 

10 

2  2 

“1 

9  Availability  Of  Farm  Suppon  Services 

5 

0  0 

0 

10.  On-Farm  Investments 

20 

0  0 

0 

1 1 ,  Effects  Of  Conversion  On  Farm  Support  Services 

10 

0  0 

0 

10 

4  Ur 

u 

total  site  ASSESSMENT  POINTS 

160 

PART  VII  (To  be  completed  Oy  Federal  Agency! 

Relative  Value  Of  Farmland  (from  Part  V/ 

100 

79,8  78.8 

'9.7 

Total  Site  Assessmei,;  (From  Part  VI  above  or  a  local 

Site  assessment! 

160 

Ui 

total  POINTS  (Total  df  above  2  hnesi 

260 

113.8  112.8 

106.7 

W»v  A  uOC»i  S'tv 

Site  Selected  '  Date  Of  Selection 

Vet 

No  <<& 

RmsOO  ^or  Sei«C1‘0'^ 

STt^;.  JS  IHt  I  KOCtSjINv.  lilt  I  ^RMLAND  I  ';>10N  1  i  .tRSt 


Mcp  I  -  iTi  pfEip  ;  r  'MC'v’^  i.ijE  :Ei4i.  EaEifil-*' 

l\'U^y  Vet  I  i-Pf’-\»  to  nonaeru  uU-.  ra!  us.v,  'AtU  injtu.Mv  vonij  letc  i'i'-ii  i  ana  U!  :  tf-.- 


Step  2  ~  Ongjnato'  a-U!  senJ  eop;es  A,  B  anJ  v"  ‘ogethe!  -Aith  tnapv  inJuataiji  !...4t..,ti5  ,.;!  ii!c>  m  !u  tne  S-vU  « Oi.-c'-.-ior, 
Service  (SCS)  lacai  field  office  and  retain  copy  U  for  thetr  files  tSote  SCS  has  a  tield  ufffvc  ,;i  an.it  .uuniic-:  sr  ! cr  f  S  ire 
field  office  is  usuaJls  located  in  '.lie  county  seat  A  list  of  field  off.vC  Uic.tions  aic  a'.aiAPie  trun!  ihe  S<  S  Slate  n-x" 
in  each  state). 


Step  3  -  SCS  •*  ill,  Within  45  calendar  Jays  after  receipt  of  form,  nuke  a  determination  as  to  whether  '..'ic  u,;  t  ;h-  pro¬ 

posed  project  contains  prime,  unique,  statewide  or  local  iniportart  fi.nsland 

Step  4  -  In  cases  w  here  farmland  covered  by  the  FPP.a  will  be  converted  b>  the  proposed  proieA  S<  S  tie  d  jifuei  ■  dl  com 
plete  Parts  11,  IV  and  V  of  the  form 

Step  S  -  SCS  Will  return  copy  .A  a“d  B  of  the  form  to  the  Federal  Jitney  invoked  in  ihe  ;  ro.;e.t  <(  f*p>  t  wd!  be  retained  'or 
SCS  records). 


Step  6  -  The  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  proposed  project  will  cornp’ct?  Parts  ST  and  VII  of  the  form 

Step  7  -  The  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  proposed  project  w-jl  make  a  determination  as  to  whether  the  pi'  p.'>e5  conver¬ 
sion  is  consistent  with  the  FPPa  ar.J  the  agency's  iniernai  policies 


INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  COMPLETING  THE  FARMLAND  CONVERSION  IMPACT  RATING  FOR  V. 


Part  I:  In  completing  the  “County  And  State"  questions  list  ail  the  local  governments  that  are  responsible 
for  local  land  controls  where  site(s)  are  to  be  evaluated. 

Part  HI-  In  completing  item  B  (Total  Acres  To  Dc  Converted  Indirectly),  include  the  foUoinng: 

1 .  Acres  not  being  directly  converted  but  that  would  no  longer  be  capable  of  being  farmed  after  the  conver¬ 
sion,  because  the  conversion  would  restrict  access  to  them. 

2.  Acres  planned  to  receive  services  from  an  infrastructure  project  as  indicated  in  the  project  justification 
{e.g.  highways,  utilities)  that  will  cause  a  direct  conversion. 

Part  VI;  Do  not  complete  Part  VI  if  a  local  site  assessment  is  used. 

Assign  the  maximum  points  for  each  site  assessment  criterion  as  shown  in  § 658.5(b)  of  CFR.  In  cases  of 
corridor-type  projects  such  as  transportation,  powcrline  and  flood  control,  critena  #5  and  #6  will  not  apply 
and  will  be  weighed  zero,  however,  criterion  #8  will  be  weighed  a  maximum  of  25  points,  and  criterion 
1  s  maximum  of  25  points. 

Individual  Federal  agencies  at  the  national  level,  may  assign  relative  weights  among  the  12  site  assessment 
criteria  other  than  those  shown  in  the  FPPA  rule.  In  all  cases  where  other  weights  arc  assigned,  relative  adjust¬ 
ments  must  be  made  to  maintain  the  maximum  total  weight  points  at  160. 

In  rating  alternative  sites.  Federal  agencies  shall  consider  each  of  the  critena  and  assign  points  within  the 
limits  established  in  the  FPPA  rule.  Sites  most  suitable  for  protection  under  these  entena  w  ill  receive  the 
highest  total  scores,  and  sites  least  suitable,  the  lowest  scores. 

Part  VO:  In  computing  the  "Total  Site  Assessment  Points”,  where  a  State  or  local  site  assessment  is  used 
and  the  total  maximum  number  of  points  is  other  than  160,  adjust  the  site  assessment  points  to  a  base  of  160. 
Example:  if  the  Site  Assessment  maximum  is  200  points;  and  alternative  Site  "A"  is  rated  180  points: 

Total  points  assigned  Site  A  -  180  x  160=  144  points  for  Site  “A.” 

Maximum  points  possible  200 
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NOISE 


DESCRIPTION  OF  PROPOSED  ALTERNATIVES 

1.1  PRECLOSURE 

Typical  noise  sources  on  and  around  airfields  usually  include  aircraft,  surface 
traffic,  and  other  human  activities. 

Military  aircraft  operations  are  the  primary  source  of  noise  in  the  vicinity  of 
Eaker  Air  Force  Base  (AFB).  The  air  operations  and  noise  contours  for 
preciosure  are  taken  from  the  Draft  Environmer^ta!  Impact  Statement- 
Proposed  Closure  of  Eaker  AFB,  Arkansas  {1 990).  The  contours  for 
preclosure  operations  are  shown  in  Figure  3.4-3  in  the  Affected 
Environment,  Chapter  3  of  this  EIS.  In  airport  analyses,  areas  with  a  Day- 
Night  Average  Sound  Level  (ONL)  above  65  A-weighted  decibels  (dB)  are 
considered  in  land  use  compatibility  planning  and  impact  assessment; 
therefore,  the  distances  to  areas  with  DNLs  greater  than  65  dB  are  of 
particular  interest. 

The  baseline  surface  traffic  noise  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  the  base  were 
established  in  terms  of  ONL  by  modeling  the  arterial  roadways  near  the  base 
using  current  traffic  and  speed  characteristics.  Annual  average  daily  traffic 
(AADT)  data  were  developed  in  the  traffic  engineering  study  presented  in 
Section  3.2.3,  Transportation,  and  were  used  to  estimate  preclosure  noise 
levels.  The  traffic  data  used  in  the  analysis  are  presented  in  Table  1-1 .  The 
traffic  mix  was  assumed  based  on  a  cursory  survey  performed  during  a 
recent  site  visit.  Thirteen  percent  of  the  traffic  was  assumed  to  be 
nighttime  traffic,  based  on  information  (Swing,  1975)  and  previous 
experience.  The  noise  levels  generated  by  surface  traffic  were  predicted 
using  the  model  published  by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (1978). 
The  noise  levels  are  estimated  as  a  function  of  distance  from  the  centerline 
of  the  nearest  road. 

1.2  CLOSURE  BASELINE 

At  closure,  it  is  assumed  that  there  would  be  no  aircraft  activity.  The  noise 
levels  projected  for  the  closure  baseline  for  surface  traffic  were  calculated 
using  the  traffic  projections  at  base  closure.  The  AADTs  used  for  the 
analysis  are  presented  in  Table  1-1 . 
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Tabic  1-1.  Surface  Traffic  Oparationa  for  Total  Traffic  Volumes 
(Project  and  Non-Project) 


Alternative 

Annual  Average 
Daily  Traffic 

Speed 

Assumed 

Road  Width 
Assumed 

Roadway  from/to 

(AADT) 

(mph) 

(Lanes) 

Praciosure 


Closure 


U.S.  61 

Highland  to  SH  150 

3,570 

45 

2 

U.S.  61 

Chickasawba  to  Highland 

8,490 

40 

2 

SH  181 

SH  1 50  to  Main  Gate 

3,300 

55 

2 

SH  151 

Main  Gate  to  Gosnetl  City 
Limits  South 

14,000 

35 

4 

SH  151 

Gosnell  South  to  Pemiscot 
Bayou 

11,800 

50 

4 

SH  151 

Pemiscot  Bayou  to  SH  1 8 

11,800 

50 

4 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  US  61 

8,645 

35 

4 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  SH  239 

3,352 

45 

2 

U.S.  61 

Highland  to  SH  150 

3,351 

45 

U.S.  61 

Chickasawba  to  Highland 

7,537 

40 

SH  181 

SH  1 50  to  Main  Gate 

2,740 

55 

SH  151 

Main  Gate  to  Gosnell  City 
Limits  South 

11,260 

35 

SH  151 

Gosnell  South  to  Pemiscot 
Bayou 

6,880 

50 

SH  151 

Pemiscot  Bayou  to  SH  1 8 

7,694 

50 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  U.S.  61 

3,552 

35 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  SH  239 

2,180 

45 

mph  miles  per  hour. 


1.3  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  Proposed  Action  for  the  reuse  of  Eaker  AFB  would  result  in  a 
comprehensive  reuse  plan  centered  around  a  civil  aviation  facility.  Primary 
components  of  the  aviation  action  include  air  passenger  operations,  air 
cargo  operations,  general  aviation  operations,  training,  and  maintenance 
operations.  Non-aviation  land  uses  include  industrial,  institutional 
(educational),  commercial,  residential,  agricultural,  and  pubtic/recreational 
lands. 

The  fleet  mix  (type  of  aircraft)  and  annual  aircraft  operations  for  each  of  the 
modeled  years  are  contained  in  Table  1-2.  The  DNL  contours  for  the 
proposed  flight  operations  and  the  proposed  flight  tracks  modeled  are 
presented  in  Section  4.4.4,  Noise.  The  day-night  split  for  all  aircraft 
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TABLE  l-2a 

SCENARIO:  Proposed  Action 

MODELED  YEAR:  1993 


Type  of  Aircraft 

Number  of 
Operations 

Percent  of 
Category 

Total  for 
Category 

Category 
Percent 
of  Total 

Military 

1,000 

3 

C-130 

1,000 

100 

Air  Taxi/Comnujter 

1,040 

3 

DHC-6 

1,040 

100 

Air  Cargo 

1,000 

3 

B-727-100 

1,000 

100 

General  Aviation 

27,700 

86 

COMSEP  (composite  single  engine 
piston) 

24,178 

87 

Beech  Baron  58P  (twin  ennine  piston) 

3,022 

11 

Cessna  Conquest  II  (turboprop) 

250 

1 

Cessna  Citation  1  (turbojet' 

250 

1 

Bell  Model  212  (helicopter* 

0 

0 

Aircraft  Maintenance 

500 

2 

MD-81 

250 

50 

B-727-200 

250 

50 

Training 

1,000 

3 

MD-81 

1,000 

100 

TOTAL 

32,240 

100 
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TABLE  l-2b 

SCENARIO:  Proposed  Action 

MODELED  YEAR:  1998 


Type  of  Aircraft 

Number  of 
Operations 

Percent  of 
Category 

Total  for 
Category 

Military 

1,000 

C-130 

1,000 

100 

Air  Taxi/Commuter 

1,040 

DHC-6 

1,040 

100 

Air  Cargo 

1,500 

B-727-100 

1,500 

100 

General  Aviation 

34,800 

COMSEP  (composite  single  engine 
piston) 

28,711 

83 

Beech  Baron  58P  (twin  engine  piston) 

3,589 

10 

Cessna  Conquest  II  (turboprop) 

1,000 

3 

Cessna  Citation  1  (turbojet) 

1,000 

3 

Bell  Model  212  (helicopter) 

500 

1 

Aircraft  Maintenance 

1,000 

MD-81 

500 

50 

B-727-200 

500 

50 

Training 

1,000 

MD-81 

1,000 

100 

TOTAL 

40,340 

Category 
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TABLE  l-2c 

SCENARIO:  Proposed  Action 

MODELED  YEAR:  2003 


Type  of  Aircraft 


MiKtary 


C-130 


Air  Taxi/Commuter 


DHC-6 


Air  Cargo 


MD-81 


General  Aviation 


Number  of  Percent  of 
Operations  Category 


1.000 


Category 
Total  for  Percent 
Category  of  Total 


1,040 


2,000 


COMSEP  (composite  single  engine 
piston) 

31,733 

Beech  Baron  58P  (twin  engine  piston) 

3,967 

Cessna  Conquest  II  (turboprop) 

1,750 

Cessna  Citation  1  (turbojet) 

1,750 

Bell  Model  212  (helicopter) 

1,500 

Aircraft  Maintenance 


MO-81 


Training 


MD-81 


TOTAL 


1,500 


1,500 


47,740 
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TABLE  l-2d 

SCENARIO:  Proposed  Action 

MODELED  YEAR:  2013 


Type  of  Aircraft 

Number  of 
Operations 

Percent  of 
Category 

Total  for 
Category 

Category 
Percent 
of  Total 

Military 

1,000 

2 

C-130 

1.000 

100 

Air  Taxi/Comimitsr 

1,040 

2 

DHC-6 

1,040 

100 

Air  Cargo 

3,500 

6 

MO-81 

3,500 

100 

Gdnerat  Aviation 

49  000 

81 

COMSEP  (composite  single  engine 
piston) 

35,556 

72 

Beech  Baron  58P  (twin  engine  piston) 

4,444 

9 

Cessna  Conquest  1 1  (turboprop) 

2,750 

6 

Cessna  Citation  1  (turbojet) 

2,750 

6 

Bell  Model  212  (helicopter) 

3,500 

7 

Aircraft  Maintenance 

3,000 

5 

- 1 

MD-81 

3,000 

100 

Training 

3,000 

5 

MD-81 

3,000 

! 

100 

TOTAL 

60,540 

100 
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operations  is  shown  in  Table  1-3.  Stage  lengths  for  aircraft  operations  are 
given  in  Table  1-4. 


Table  1-3.  Day-Night  Split  of  Aircraft  Operations  for  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 


Aircraft  Type 

Percent  Daytime 

Percent  Nighttime 

Air  Passenger 

too 

0 

General  Aviation 

100 

0 

Maintenance 

100 

0 

Cargo 

50 

50 

Military 

100 

0 

Table  1-4.  Stage  Lengths*  Assumed  for  Aircraft  Operations  for  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 


Group 

1993 

1998 

2003 

2013 

Air  Carrier 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Commuter 

1 

1 

1 

1 

General  Aviation 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Maintenance 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Air  Cargo 

1 

1 

1 

1 

*  Stage  length  may  affect  operational  parameters  such  as  takeoff  or  landing  profiles,  engine  thrust  settings,  and  aircraft 
speed  of  some  aircraft;  these  parameters  may,  in  turn,  affect  aircraft  noise  exposure.  Stage  lengths  correspond  to  the 
distance  flown  in  increments  designated  by  the  FAA  (e.g.,  stage  length  1  corresponds  to  flights  between  1  and  500 
miles,  stage  length  2  corresponds  to  flights  between  500  and  1,000  miles,  etc.)  The  maximum  stage  length  used  in 
modeling  is  7,  which  corresponds  to  flights  over  4,500  miles. 


Engine  runup  operations  were  assumed  to  occur  at  the  north  end  of  the 
west  apron.  The  number  of  runup  operations  is  presented  in  Table  1-5. 
During  typical  runup  operations,  the  engines  would  run  for  20  minutes  at 
idle  power  and  5  minutes  at  departure  power.  It  was  assumed  that  no  noise 
suppression  facilities  would  be  available.  The  aircraft  direction  for  engine 
runups  is  south-southwest  (approximately  225°  compass  direction)  to  allow 
for  obstruction  clearance  and  safety  clearance  for  high  power/thrust  settings 
during  engine  runups. 


Table  1-5.  Number  of  Daily  Engine  Runup  Operations  for  the  Proposed 

Action  and  Alternatives 


Alternative 

1993 

1998 

2003 

2013 

Proposed  Action 

.14 

.19 

.27 

.41 

General  Aviation  Alternative 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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General  aviation  operations  for  the  Proposed  Action  were  divided  into  five 
types: 

•  Single-engine  -  A  composite  single-engine  propeller  plane 
(COMSEP)  was  modeled. 

•  Multi-engine  -  Beech  Baron  58P  was  assumed  to  be  a  typical 
multi-engine  propeller  plane. 

•  Turboprop  -  Cessna  Conquest  II  was  assumed  to  be  a  typical 
turboprop. 

•  Turbofan  -  Cessna  Citation  I  was  assumed  to  be  a  typical 
turbofan. 

•  Helicopter  -  Beil  Model  212  was  assumed  to  be  a  typical 
helicopter. 

The  touch-and-go  patterns  and  the  initial  departure  and  final  approach  flight 
tracks  used  in  the  modeling  are  shown  in  Figure  1-1 .  The  departure,  arrival, 
and  touch-and-go  flight  tracks  used  are  based  on  those  in  common  usage  at 
airports  of  similar  size  and  purpose.  The  flight  tracks  are  toward  the  north 
and  south.  Touch-and-go  operations  were  assurr  ad  to  consist  of 
approximately  25  percent  of  ail  operations  and  were  split  on  six  tracks, 
three  for  each  runway.  The  operations  were  then  dispersed  according  to 
65  percent  usage  of  Runway  1 8  and  35  percent  on  Runway  36,  based  on 
the  distribution  of  operations  of  the  active  airfield.  Daily  operations 
assigned  to  each  flight  track  and  time  period  for  the  Proposed  Action  are 
provided  in  Table  1-6  for  each  of  the  study  years.  Assignments  were  made 
in  a  similar  way  for  the  other  alternatives. 

A  standard  3-degree  glide  slope  and  the  takeoff  profiles  provided  by  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration's  (FAA)  Integrated  Noise  Model  IINM) 
Database  3.9  were  assumed  for  all  fixed  wing  aircraft.  Helicopter  profiles 
were  based  on  the  FAA  Helicopter  Noise  Model. 

Surface  traffic  data  used  in  the  modeling  were  developed  from  the  project 
traffic  study  presented  in  the  Transportation  Section,  4.2.3,  and  are  shown 
in  Table  1-7. 

1.4  GENERAL  AVIATION  AIRPORT  ALTERNATIVE 

Under  the  General  Aviation  Alternative,  as  in  the  Proposed  Action,  the  base 
airfield  would  be  converted  to  civilian  use,  but  would  include  only  general 
aviation  operations.  The  airport  layout  would  remain  unchanged. 
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Table  i-6a.  Assignment  of  Operations  for  the  Proposed  Action 
Modeled  Year:  1993 


Akeraft 

Arrival  Plight  Tracka 

Daparture  Flight  Tracka 

A2 

Day  Night 

D1 

Day  Night 

D2 

Day  Night 

03 

Day  Night 

04 

Day  Night 

D6 

Day  Night 

06 

Day  Night 

OHC-6 

0.93 

0.60 

0.42 

0.09 

0.42 

0.26 

- 

0.26 

- 

- 

MO-81 

0.22 

0.12 

- 

0.22 

- 

- 

- 

0.12 

■ 

- 

• 

B-727-200 

0.22 

0.12 

• 

0.22 

- 

- 

- 

0.12 

- 

- 

- 

B-727-100 

0.89 

0.48 

- 

0.89 

- 

- 

- 

0.48 

- 

- 

• 

Caaana  Citation  1 

0.22 

0.12 

0.07 

0.07 

0  07 

0.04 

- 

0.04 

- 

0.04 

- 

Caaana  441  Conquaat 

0.22 

0.12 

0.07 

0.07 

0.07 

0.04 

- 

0.04 

0.04 

- 

Baoch  Baron  S8P 

2.29 

1.23 

0.76  - 

0.76 

0.76 

0.41 

- 

0.41 

0.41 

■ 

Comp.  Sgl.  Eng.  Platon 

16.15 

8.69 

5.38 

5.38 

5.38 

2.90 

- 

2.90 

- 

2.90 

- 

C-130 

0.04 

- 

0.02 

- 

0.03 

0.02 

0.01 

- 

0.01 

- 

Total 

21.18 

SBsaa 

11.40  - 

6.70  - 

7.73 

6.72 

■ 

3.65 

- 

4.37 

3.39 

• 

Day  -  7:00  a.m.  to  10:00  p.m. 
NiQht  -  10:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m. 


Table  l-6a.  Assignment  of  Operations  for  the  Proposed  Action 
Modeled  Year:  1993 


Touch  and  Go  Flight  Tracka 

Aircraft 

1BC10 

18A 

18B 

36C10 

36A 

368 

Day  Night 

Day  Night 

Day  Night 

Day  Night 

Day  Night 

Day  Night 

DHC-e 

- 

- 

- 

- 

< 

M0-ei 

1.78 

- 

• 

0.96 

- 

B-727-200 

B-7''''-100 

Caaana  Citation  1 

Caaana  441  Conquaat 

Baach  Baron  68P 

- 

0.16 

o.ee 

• 

0.09 

0.36 

Comp.  Sgl.  Eng.  Platon 

■ 

2.15 

8.62 

- 

1.16 

4.64 

C-130 

1.70 

- 

- 

0.92 

- 

- 

Total 

3.48 

2.31 

9.27 

1.88 

1.25 

4.99 

Day  -  7:00  a.m.  to  10:00  p.m. 
Night  -  10:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m. 
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Tabla  l-Sb.  As»ignm«nt  of  Oparstiona  for  th«  Propoaad  Action 
Modelad  Y«ar;  1998 


Aircraft 

1  Amv»4  FliQhi  Track* 

!  OftiniMt  fhQM  Itmto 

A1 

Day  Night 

A2 

Day  Night 

Ol 

Day  Night 

02 

Day  N«Bht 

03 

Day  Night 

tM 

Daf  Night 

lyh 

D#r  N«eht 

Da*  fv«gfn 

OHC  6 

0  93 

0  bO 

0  42 

0  0« 

0  42 

0 

0  25 

MO-81 

0  45 

0  24 

0  44 

i 

0  24 

e  727  200 

0  45 

0  24 

0  44 

0  24 

B-727  100 

0  89  0  45 

0  48  0  24 

0  M  0  45 

0  48  i-  24 

C«««na  CrtaCfOh  t 

0  99 

0  48 

0  30 

0  30 

0  30 

0  1» 

0  le 

0  le. 

Ca8tn«441  Conquaft 

0  89 

0  48 

0  30 

0  30 

0  30 

0  16 

C  16 

C  16 

8««ch  Baron  S8P 

2  72 

1  40 

0  81 

0  91 

0  »1 

0  49 

C  4» 

Comp  Sgl  £r^p  Platon 

19  1? 

10  32 

0  39 

a  39 

0  39 

3  44 

3  M 

BoH  Model  21  2  H«l' 

0  42 

0  23 

0  14 

0  14 

0  14 

0  cm 

c  m 

C  130 

0  04 

0  02 

0  03 

0  02 

0  01  1 

Totel 

26  86  0  46  j 

14  45  0  24  ^ 

0  46 

9  93  0  46 

_ i 

BOHR 

tr*.  0  24  , 

4  33 

0«v  700#m  tolOOOpm 

NffiHt  '  10  00  pm  lo  7  00  •  m 


Table  l-6b.  Asaipnnvent  of  Oparationa  for  the  Propoaad  Action 
Modafad  Year:  1998 


Touch  and  Gk>  flight  Tfpckt 


Aircraft 

18C10 

D»y  M>9M 

1BA 

Day 

lae 

Dey  M<gh< 

36C10 

Dey 

.36A 

Day  Naght 

Day  NipM 

DHC-6 

MD-81 

1  78 

0  96 

8  727  200 

B-727  100 

C*itn*  C8»tion  1 

Cafina  441  Conquavt 

Baach  Baron  58P 

0  19 

0  7? 

0  10 

0  42 

Comp  Sgl  fng  Platon 

2  56 

10  23 

1 

1  30 

5  5’ 

8eK  Model  2 1  2  Hek 

0  01 

0  03 

1 

! 

0  02 

C  130 

1  70 

0  92  ! 

rote! 

3  48 

2  76 

1  1  03 

1  88 

1  48 

5  96 

Jay  -  TOOam  lolOOOpm 
N»oht  '  10:00  p  m  to  7  00  •  m 


1 1 


Esker  AF8  Dispo$»t  and  Reuse  EE/S 


Tabl«  l-^c.  Astignmant  of  Oparationt  for  tha  Propotad  Action 
Modalad  Yaar:  2003 


Arrival  fHght  TracAa 

Dapartura  flighi  liacAt 

Aircraft 

At 

0«y  Night 

A2 

Day  fright 

Dt 

Oav  Night 

02 

Day 

l‘wg>ht 

03 

0«¥  NtgM 

04 

Day 

Da, 

m 

Night 

D6 

D*fi  Nighf 

OHC  6 

0  »3 

0  60 

0  46 

0  46 

0  25 

0 

M>-81  (maintananc*) 

1  34 

0  72 

1  34 

0  72 

MO-81  (cargo) 

0  88  0  88 

0  48  0  48 

0  68 

0  88 

0  48 

0  48 

Caaarta  Cttatiort  1 

1  68 

0»4 

0  52 

0  52 

0  52 

0  26 

0  26 

0  28 

Caaana  441  Conquaat 

1  68 

084 

0  62 

0  52 

0  52 

0  26 

0  70 

0  28 

Booch  Baron  S8P 

300 

1  62 

1  00 

1  00 

1  00 

0  64 

0  M 

0  M 

Comp.  Sgl  Cng  Raton 

21  18 

11.41 

7  06 

7  06 

7  06 

3  60 

3  00 

3  BO 

Ba*  Modal  21  2  Had 

1  27 

0  68 

0  42 

0  42 

0  42 

0  23 

0  73 

0  23 

C-130 

0  04 

0  02 

0  03 

0  02 

0  01 

0  01 

Total 

31.78  0  68 

17  11  0  46 

{ 

11  76 

0  88 

10  00 

6  38 

i 

6  53 

0  40 

6  13 

0«y  *  7.  00  ft.m.  to  10  00  p.m 
Night '  10.00  p  m.  to  7;00  c  m 


Tabla  i-6c.  Ataignmant  of  0parat<ona  for  tha  Propoaad  Action 
Modalad  Yaar:  2003 


Aircraft 

Touch  and  Qo  PIMht  Tracka 

IBCIO 

Oay  Night 

18A 

Oav  Night 

tSB 

0«y  Night 

36Ct0 

Day  NigM 

36A 

Day  Night 

Me 

0*y  Nigh! 

OHOa 

MO-B1  Imaintanancal 

2  68 

1  44 

MO'81  (cargo) 

C4«c«i4  C4t«tion  1 

■ 

Caaana  441  Conquaat 

' 

Baach  Baron  SBf* 

0  21 

0  86 

0  11 

0  46 

Comp.  Sgl.  Eng.  Platon 

2  83 

11  30 

1  52 

6  09 

Ba«  Modal  212  HaM. 

0  03 

0  10 

0  01 

0  06 

C-130 

1.70 

0  92 

Total 

4  38 

3  07 

12  26 

2  36 

1  64 

6  61 

OoY  *  7.00  •  m.  to  10  00  p.m 
Night  -  10:00  p.m.  to  7:00  t.m 
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Tab<«  i-Sd.  Atsignmant  of  Oparationt  for  tha  Propoaad  Action 
Modalad  Yaar:  2013 


Aircraft 

Arrival  Flight  Track  a 

Oapartura  Flighi  Track# 

A1 

Day  Night 

A2 

Day  Night 

01 

Day  Night 

02 

Oay  Night 

03 

Day  N^hi 

04 

Oay  Night 

D6 

Dev  ^ilght 

06 

Nipftf 

OHC-8 

0»3 

0  CO 

0  48 

0  48 

0  26 

0  26 

MO-81  im«jnt*npnc«l 

2  88 

144 

2  87 

t  44 

MO-81  (cargo! 

1  86  1  88 

0  84  0  84 

1  86  1  68 

O  84  0  84 

C«»*n«  Citation  1 

2  46 

1  32 

0  82 

0  82 

0  82 

0  44 

0  44 

0  44 

(^aana  44 1  Con<|uaat 

2.46 

1  32 

0  82 

0  82 

0  82 

0  44 

0  44 

0  44 

Saacft  Baron  SBP 

3  38 

1  81 

I  12 

112 

1  12 

0  so 

0  m 

0  60 

Comp.  Sgt.  Eng  naton 

23.74 

12  79 

7  91 

7  91 

7  81 

4  26 

4  26 

4  26 

Ball  Morlai  212  Hali 

2  »6 

1  68 

0  98 

0  99 

0  98 

0  63 

0  63 

0  *23 

C130 

0  04 

0  02 

0  03 

0  02 

C  01 

0  01 

Tgt«J 

4017  188 

21  83  0  84 

12  12 

16  92  1  66 

12  14 

6  63 

8  81  0  84 

e  27 

0«y  ■  7:00  *.m.  to  10  00  |>  m 
Night  -  10  00  p  .m  to  7  00  •  m 


Tabla  l-6d.  Aaaignniant  of  Oparationa  for  tha  Propotad  Action 
Modaiad  Yaar:  2013 


Aircfift 

Touch  and  Qo  TBght  Track# 

18CI0 

Day  Night 

1BA 

Oay  Night 

160 

Ogy  HipM 

30C1O 

0*v  Night 

364 

04Y  Night 

>08 

D«y  Night 

0HC.8 

- 

MO-81  fmabitanancat 

5  34 

2  88 

MO  81  tcargol 

Caatna  Citation  1 

Caaana  441  Conquaat 

Baach  Baron  68P 

0  24 

0  98 

0  13 

0  62 

Comp.  Spt.  Eng.  Baton 

3  17 

1287 

!  71 

6  82 

Baa  Mo8a<  212  Hak. 

006 

0  25 

0  03 

0  13 

C-130 

1  70 

- 

0  92 

Total 

7  04 

3  47 

13  88 

3  80 

1  87 

7  47 

D«y  '  7:00  c.m.  to  10  00  p.m 
Niplvt  -  10:00  p  m  to  7.00  •  m 
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TatM«  l‘7.  Surface  Traffic  Oparatk>rts  for  Total  Traffic  Voiumaa 
(Project  and  Non -Project  t 


A)tarn«tiv« 

Roadway  from/io 


Prapoiad  Action 


Annuai  Avarao#  Oariy  Traffic  Spaad 

AAOT  Aaaumad 


Ganaral  Aviation  Altafnativa 


NoivAviation  Attarnadva 
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Road  W«Jlh 
Aaaumad 


U.S.  61 

HigNand  to  SH  150 

3.203 

3.789 

4.678 

45 

U.S.  61 

Chickaaawba  to  Highland 

7.234 

8,641 

10.860 

40 

SH  181 

SH  150  to  Main  Gala 

2,747 

3.674 

5.369 

55 

SH  151 

Main  Gate  to  Goanaii  City  Unvta  South 

11.476 

15.999 

24,512 

35 

SH  151 

Goanall  South  to  Pamiacot  Bayou 

7.521 

12.131 

2,309 

60 

SH  151 

Pamiacoi  Bayou  to  SH  18 

8.053 

11.930 

19.423 

50 

SH  IS 

SH  151  to  U.S.  61 

3.947 

6.568 

1 1,817 

35 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  SH  239 

2.256 

3.258 

5.172 

45 

U.S.  61 

Highland  to  SH  1 50 

3.181 

3,591 

6. 115 

45 

U.S.  61 

CNckaaawba  to  HigNand 

7,082 

7.893 

10.744 

40 

SH  181 

SH  ISO  to  Main  Gate 

2.622 

3.198 

5.223 

56 

SH  151 

Main  Gate  to  Goanalt  City  Umita  South 

10.712 

12,649 

19.518 

35 

SH  151 

Goanall  South  to  Pamiacot  Bayou 

6.711 

8,832 

16.396 

50 

SH  151 

Pamiacot  Bayou  to  SH  18 

7.393 

9.120 

15,264 

50 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  U.S.  61 

3,487 

4,701 

9,037 

35 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  SH  239 

2,085 

2,527 

4,100 

45 

U.S.  61 

Highland  to  SH  150 

3,224 

3,612 

4.304 

45 

U.S.  61 

CNckaaawba  to  HigNand 

7,180 

7,866 

9,131 

40 

SH  181 

SH  ISO  to  Main  Gate 

2.802 

3,542 

4,739 

55 

SH  151 

Main  Gate  to  Goanall  City  Umita  South 

11.932 

15.999 

22.490 

35 

SH  151 

Goanall  South  to  Pamiacot  Bayou 

8,106 

12,667 

19,766 

50 

SH  151 

Pamiacot  Bayou  to  SH  18 

8,489 

12,124 

17,856 

50 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  U.S.  61 

4,295 

6,916 

10,993 

35 

SH  18 

SH  151  to  SH  239 

2.362 

3,281 

4,742 

45 

The  fleet  mix  and  annual  operations  for  each  of  the  modeled  years  are 
contained  in  Table  l'8.  The  ONL  contours  for  the  proposed  flipht  operations 
are  presented  in  Section  4.4.4,  Noise.  The  proposed  flight  vacks  modeled 
are  the  same  as  for  the  Proposed  Action.  No  nighttime  aircraft  operations 
were  forecasted  for  this  alternative.  Runup  operations  were  also  not 
forecasted.  Stage  lengths  for  air  operations  are  given  in  Table  1-4. 

General  aviation  operations  would  be  divided  into  the  same  five  aircraft 
types  as  in  the  Proposed  Action.  It  was  assumed  that  2 1  percent  of  the 
general  aviation  operations  would  be  touch-and-go  lor  closed  loop) 
activities. 

A  standard  S-degree  glide  slope  and  the  takeoff  profiles  provided  by  the 
FAA's  INM  Database  3.9  were  assumed  for  ail  aircraft. 

Surface  traffic  data  used  in  the  modeling  were  developed  from  the  project 
traffic  study  and  are  shown  in  Table  1-7. 

1 .5  NON-AVIATION  ALTERNATIVE 

This  alternative  includes  only  non-aviation  land  uses.  The  airfield  would  be 
replaced  with  industrial  use.  Other  land  uses  include  commercial, 
institutional,  residential,  and  recreational.  Surface  traffic  data  used  in  the 
modeling  were  developed  from  the  project  traffic  study  and  are  presented  in 
Table  1-7. 

The  firing  range,  located  in  the  institutional  (educational)  grounds  at  the 
north  side  of  the  base  as  shown  in  Figure  2.3-3,  was  assumed  to  remain  in 
its  current  location  and  operate  from  8  a.m.  to  7  p.m.  The  noise  levels  due 
to  the  firing  range  were  estimated  based  on  measurements  taken  at  the  Los 
Angeles  Police  Academy  (Acentech,  1991).  The  firing  range  was  assumed 
to  be  a  point  source,  i.e.,  noise  would  decrease  at  6  dB  per  doubling  of 
distance.  Barrier  effects  and  outdoor  propagation  characteristics  were  taken 
from  Miller  (1982).  The  predicted  DNL  was  adjusted  upward  by  5  dB  to 
account  for  the  increased  annoyance  of  impulsive  sounds  (U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  1974). 

1 .6  NO-ACTION  ALTERNATIVE 

The  No-Action  Alternative  would  result  in  the  Air  Force  retaining  ownership 
of  the  property  after  closure.  The  property  would  not  be  put  to  further  use. 

A  disposal  management  team  would  be  provided  to  ensure  base  security 
and  maintain  the  grounds  and  physical  assets,  including  the  existing  utilities 
and  structures.  There  would  be  no  '^tary  activities/missions  performed  on 
the  property  identified  for  disposal.  Surface  traffic  data  used  in  the 
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TABLE  l-8a 
SCENARIO: 
MODELED  YEAR; 


General  Aviation  Alternative 
1993 


Type  of  Aircraft 

Number  of 
Operations 

Percent  of 
Category 

Total  for 
Category 

Category 

Percent 

of  Total 

General  Aviation 

32,000 

100 

COMSEP  (composite  single  engine 
piston) 

25,600 

80 

Beech  Baron  58P  (twin  engine  piston) 

3,200 

10 

Cessna  Conquest  11  (turboprop) 

1,600 

5 

Cessna  Citation  1  (turbojet) 

1,600 

5 

TOTAL 

32,000 

100 

TABLE  l-8b 

SCENARIO:  General  Aviation  Alternative 

MODELED  YEAR:  1998 


Typo  of  Aircraft 

Number  of 
Operations 

Percent  of 
Category 

Total  for 
Category 

Category 

Percent 

of  Total 

General  Aviation 

36,400 

100 

COMSEP  (composite  single  engine 
l»ston) 

28,100 

77 

Beech  Baron  58P  (twin  engine  piston) 

3,900 

11 

Cessna  Conquest  II  (turboprop) 

2,100 

6 

Cessna  Citation  1  (turbojet) 

2,300 

6 

TOTAL 

36,400 

100 
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TABLE  l-8c 
SCENARIO: 
MODELED  YEAR: 


General  Aviation  Alternative 
2003 


Type  of  Aircraft 

Number  of 
Operations 

Percent  of 
Category 

Total  for 
Category 

Category 

Percent 

of  Total 

General  Avta^xi 

40,400 

100 

COMSEP  (composite  single  engine 
piston) 

30.000 

74 

Beech  Baron  58P  (twin  engine  piston) 

4.700 

12 

Cessna  Conquest  II  (turboprop) 

2.700 

7 

Cessna  Citation  1  (turbojet) 

3.000 

7 

TOTAL 

40.400 

100 

TABLE  l-8d 

SCENARIO:  General  Aviation  Alternative 

MODELED  YEAR:  2013 


Type  of  Aircraft 

Number  of 
Operations 

Percent  of 
Category 

Total  for 
Category 

Category 

Percent 

of  Total 

General  Aviation 

46,100 

100 

COMSEP  (composite  single  engine 
piston) 

33.000 

72 

Beech  Baron  58P  (twin  engine  piston) 

5,800 

13 

Cessna  Conquest  II  (turboprop) 

3,400 

7 

Cessna  Citation  1  (turbojet) 

3.900 

8 

TOTAL 

46,100 

100 
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mod«ling  were  developed  from  the  project  traffic  study  and  are  presented  in 
Table  1-7. 

NOISE  METRICS 


Noise,  as  used  in  this  context,  refers  to  sound  pressure  variations  audible  to 
the  ear.  The  audi'jility  of  a  sound  depends  on  the  amplitude  and  frequency 
of  the  sound  and  the  individual's  capability  to  hear  the  sound.  Whether  the 
sound  is  judged  as  noise  depends  largely  on  the  listener's  current  activity 
and  attitude  toward  the  sound  source,  as  well  as  the  amplitude  and 
frequency  of  the  sound.  The  range  in  sound  pressures  which  the  human  ear 
can  comfortably  detect  encompasses  a  wide  range  of  amplitudes,  typically  a 
factor  larger  than  a  million.  To  obtain  convenient  measurements  and 
sensitivities  at  extremely  low  and  high  sound  pressures,  sound  is  measured 
in  units  of  the  dB.  The  dB  is  a  dimensionless  unit  related  to  the  logarithm  of 
the  ratio  of  the  measured  level  to  a  reference  level. 

Because  the  logarithmic  nature  of  the  dB  unit,  sound  levels  cannot  be  added 
or  subtracted  directly.  However,  the  following  shortcut  method  can  be  used 
to  combine  sound  levels; 


The  ear  is  not  equally  sensitive  at  all  frequencies  of  sound.  At  low 
frequencies,  characterized  as  a  rumble  or  roar,  the  ear  is  not  very  sensitive 
while  at  higher  frequencies,  characterized  as  a  screech  or  a  whine,  the  ear  is 
most  sensitive.  The  A-weighted  level  was  developed  to  measure  and  report 
sound  levels  in  a  way  which  would  more  closely  approach  how  people 
perceive  the  sound.  All  sound  levels  reported  herein  are  in  terms  of  A- 
weighted  sound  levels. 

Envirortmental  sound  levels  typically  vary  with  time.  This  is  especially  true 
for  areas  near  airports  where  noise  levels  will  increase  substantially  as  the 
aircraft  passes  overhead  and  afterwards  diminish  to  typical  community 
levels.  Both  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the  FAA  have  specified  the 
following  three  noise  metrics  to  describe  aviation  noise. 

Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  (DNL)  is  the  24-hour  energy  average  A- 
weighted  sound  level  with  a  10  dB  weighting  added  to  those  levels 
occurring  between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  the  following  morning.  The  10  dB 
weighting  is  a  penalty  representing  the  added  intrusiveness  of  noise  during 
normal  sleeping  hours.  DNL  is  used  to  determine  land  use  compatibility 
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with  noise  from  aircraft  and  surface  traffic.  The  expression  is  often  used 
in  equations  to  designate  day-night  average  sound  level. 

Maximum  Sound  Level  is  the  highest  instantaneous  sound  level  observed 
during  a  single  noise  event  no  matter  how  long  the  sound  may  persist  (see 
Figure  1-2}. 

Sound  Exposure  Level  (SEL)  value  represents  the  A-weighted  sound  level 
integrated  over  the  entire  duration  of  the  event  and  referenced  to  a  duration 
of  1  second.  Hence,  it  normalizes  the  event  to  a  1 -second  event.  Typically, 
most  events  (aircraft  flyover)  last  longer  than  1  second,  and  the  SEL  value 
will  be  higher  than  the  maximum  sound  level  of  the  event.  Figure  1-2 
illustrates  the  relationship  between  the  maximum  sound  level  and  SEL. 

3.0  NOISE  MODELS 

3.1  AIR  TRAFFIC 

The  FAA-approved  INM  Version  3.9  is  a  computerized  overflight  noise 
prediction  model  originally  developed  by  the  Transportation  Systems  Center 
of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  This  model  has  been  specified  by 
the  FAA  as  one  of  two  models  acceptable  for  FAA  funder  Part  1 «  oise 
studies.  The  model  accounts  for  separate  aircraft  flying  along  flight  racks 
defined  as  straight-line  or  curved  segments,  during  an  annually  average  24- 
hour  period  at  an  airport.  These  flight  tracks  are  coupled  with  separate 
tables  in  the  computer  program's  data  base  relating  to  the  noise,  velocity, 
distance,  and  engine  thrust  for  each  district  aircraft  type  selected.  The 
individual  aircraft  noise  exposures  are  then  summed  for  each  location  on  a 
grid  around  the  airport.  The  cumulative  values  of  noise  exposure  at  each 
grid  location  may  then  be  used  to  interpolate  equal  noise  exposure  contours 
for  preselected  DNL  values. 

The  FAA-approved  noise  exposure  model  (NOISEMAP),  version  6.0,  was 
used  to  calculate  noise  levels  associated  with  engine  runup  activity. 

3.2  SURFACE  TRAFFIC 

The  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  Highway  Traffic  Noise 
Prediction  Noise  Model  was  used  to  predict  surface  traffic  noise.  The  model 
uses  traffic  volumes,  vehicular  mix,  traffic  speed,  traffic  distribution,  and 
roadway  length  to  estimate  traffic  noise  levels. 

4.0  ASSESSMENT  CRITERIA 

Criteria  for  assessing  the  effects  of  noise  include  annoyance,  speech 
interference,  sleep  disturbance,  noise-induced  hearing  loss,  possible 
nonauditory  health  effects,  reaction  by  animals,  and  land  use  compatibility. 
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Sound  Exposure  Level 
and  Comparison  to 
Aircraft  Noise  Time 
History 


Figure  1-2 
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These  criteria  are  often  developed  using  statistical  methods.  The  validity  of 
generalizing  statistics  devised  from  large  populations  are  suspect  when 
applied  to  small  sample  sizes  as  we  have  in  the  affected  areas  near  Eaker 
AFB.  Caution  should  be  employed  when  interpreting  the  results  of  the 
impact  analysis. 

ANNOYANCE  DUE  TO  SUBSONIC  AIRCRAFT  NOISE 

Noise-induced  annoyance  is  an  attitude  or  mental  process  with  both 
acoustic  and  nonacoustic  determinants  (Fidel*  et  al..  19881.  Noise-induced 
annoyance  is  perhaps  most  often  defined  as  a  generalized  adverse  attitude 
toward  noise  exposure.  Noise  annoyance  is  affected  by  many  factors 
including  sleep  and  speech  interference  and  task  interruption.  The  level  of 
annoyance  may  also  be  affected  by  many  nonacoustic  factors. 

In  communities  in  which  the  prevalence  of  annoyance  is  affected  primarily 
by  noise,  reductions  in  exposure  can  be  expected  to  lead  to  reductions  in 
prevalence  of  annoyance.  In  communities  in  which  the  prevalence  of 
annoyance  is  controlled  by  nonacoustic  factors,  such  as  odor,  traffic 
congestion,  etc.,  there  may  be  little  or  no  reduction  in  annoyance  associated 
with  reductions  in  exposure.  The  intensity  of  community  r  'se  to  noise 
exposure  may  even,  in  some  cases,  be  essentially  independent  of  physical 
exposure.  In  the  case  of  community  response  to  actions,  such  as  airport 
siting  or  scheduling  of  supersonic  transport  aircraft,  vigorous  reaction  has 
been  encountered  at  the  mere  threat  of  exposure,  or  minor  increases  in 
exposure. 

The  standard  method  for  determining  the  prevalence  of  annoyance  in  noise- 
exposed  communities  is  by  attitudinal  survey.  Surveys  generally  solicit  self- 
reports  of  annoyance  through  one  or  more  questions  on  the  form;  *How 
bothered  or  annoyed  have  you  been  by  the  noise  of  (noise  source)  over  the 
last  (time  period)?'  Respondents  are  typically  constrained  in  structured 
interviews  to  select  one  of  a  number  of  response  alternatives,  ''ften  named 
categories  such  as  "Not  At  All  Annoyed,"  "Slightly  Annoyed,"  "Moderately 
Annoyed,"  'Very  Annoyed,"  or  "Extremely  Annoyed."  Other  means  are 
sometimes  used  to  infer  the  prevalence  of  annoyance  from  survey  data  (for 
example,  by  interpretation  of  responses  to  activity  interference  questions  or 
by  construction  of  elaborate  composite  indices),  with  varying  degrees  of 
face  validity  and  success. 

Predictions  of  the  prevalence  of  annoyance  in  a  community  can  be  made  by 
extrapolation  from  an  empirical  dosage-effect  relationship.  Based  on  the 
results  of  a  number  of  sound  surveys,  Schultz  (1978)  developed  a 
relationship  between  percent  highly  annoyed  and  DNL: 


%  H/ffh/y  Annoyed  -  0.8553  DNL  -  0.0401  DNL^  ♦  0.00047  DNL^ 
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Note  that  this  relationship  should  not  be  evaluated  outside  the  range  of  DNL 
-  45  to  90  dB.  Figure  i-3  presents  this  equation  graphically.  Less  than  15 
to  20  percent  of  the  population  would  be  predicted  to  be  annoyed  by  DNL 
values  less  than  65  dB,  whereas  over  37  percent  of  the  population  would  be 
predicted  to  be  annoyed  from  ONL  values  greater  than  75  dB.  The 
relationship  developed  by  Schultz  is  presented  in  the  Guidelines  for 
Prepering  Environmental  Impact  Statements  on  Noise  (National  Academy  of 
Sciences.  1977). 

These  results  were  recently  reviewed  (Fidel!  et  al.,  1989)  and  the  original 
findings  updated  with  results  of  more  recent  social  surveys,  bringing  the 
number  of  data  points  used  in  defining  the  relationship  to  over  400.  The 
findings  of  the  new  sti  dy  differ  only  slightly  from  those  of  the  original 
study. 

4.2  SPEECH  INTERFERENCE  AND  RELATED  EFFECTS  DUE  TO  AIRCRAFT  FLYOVER 
NOISE 


One  of  the  ways  that  noise  affects  daily  life  is  by  preventing  or  impairing 
speech  communication.  In  a  noisy  environment,  understanding  of  speech  is 
diminished  by  masking  of  speech  signals  by  intruding  noises.  Speakers 
generally  raise  their  voices  or  move  closer  to  listeners  to  compensate  for 
masking  noise  in  face-to-face  communications,  thereby  increasing  the  level 
of  speech  at  the  listener's  ear.  As  intruding  noise  levels  rise  higher  and 
higher,  speakers  may  cease  talking  altogether  until  conversation  can  be 
resumed  at  comfortable  levels  of  vocal  effort  after  noise  intrusions  end. 

If  the  speech  source  is  a  radio  or  television,  the  listener  may  increase  the 
volume  during  a  noise  intrusion.  If  noise  intrusions  occur  repeatedly,  the 
listener  may  choose  to  set  the  volume  at  a  high  level  so  that  the  program 
material  can  be  heard  even  during  noise  intrusions. 

In  addition  to  losing  information  contained  in  the  masked  speech  material, 
the  listener  may  lose  concentration  because  of  the  interruptions  and  thus 
become  annoyed.  If  the  speech  message  is  some  type  of  warning,  the 
consequences  could  be  serious. 

Current  practice  in  quantifying  the  magnitude  of  speech  interference  and 
predicting  speech  intelligibility  ranges  from  metrics  based  on  A-weighted 
sound  pressure  levels  of  the  intruding  noise  alone  to  more  complex  metrics 
requiring  detailed  spectral  information  about  both  speech  and  noise 
intrusions.  There  are  other  effects  of  the  reduced  intelligibility  of  speech 
caused  by  noise  intrusions.  For  example,  if  the  understanding  of  speech  is 
interrupted,  performance  may  be  reduced,  annoyance  may  increase,  and 
learning  may  be  impaired. 
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As  the  noise  level  of  an  environment  increases,  people  automatic^ .  /  raise 
their  voices.  The  effect  does  not  take  place,  however,  if  the  noise  event 
were  to  rise  to  a  high  level  very  suddenly. 

4.2.1  Speech  Interference  Effects  from  Tima 'Varying  Noise 

Most  research  on  speech  interference  due  to  noise  has  included  the  study  of 
steady  state  noise.  As  a  result,  reviews  and  summaries  of  noise  effects  on 
speech  communications  concentrate  on  continuous  or  at  least  long  duration 
noises  (Miller,  1974).  However,  noise  intrusions  are  not  always  continuous 
or  of  long  duration,  but  are  frequently  transient  in  nature.  Transportation 
noise  generates  many  such  noise  intrusions,  consisting  primarily  of  individual 
vehicle  pass-bys,  such  as  aircraft  flyovers.  Noise  emitted  by  other  vehicles 
(motorboats,  snowmobiles,  and  off-highway  vehicles)  is  also  transient  in 
nature. 

It  has  been  shown,  at  least  for  aircraft  flyover  noise,  that  accuracy  of 
predictors  of  speech  intelligibility  are  ranked  in  a  similar  fashion  for  both 
steady  state  and  time-varying  or  transient  sounds  (Williams  et  al.,  1971; 
Kryter  and  Williams,  1 966).  Of  course,  if  one  measures  the  noise  of  a 
flyover  by  the  maximum  A-level  then  intelligibility  associated  with  this  level 
would  be  higher  than  for  a  steady  noise  of  the  same  value,  simply  because 
the  level  is  less  than  the  maximum  for  much  of  the  duration  of  the  flyover. 

4.2.2  Other  Effects  of  Noise  Which  Relate  to  Speech  Intelligibility 

Aside  from  the  direct  effects  of  reduction  in  speech  intelligibility,  related 
effects  may  occur  that  tend  to  compound  the  loss  of  speech  intelligibility 
itself. 

Learning.  One  environment  in  which  speech  intelligibility  plays  a  critical  role 
is  the  classroom.  In  classrooms  of  schools  exposed  to  aircraft  flyover  noise, 
speech  becomes  masked  or  the  teacher  stops  talking  altogether  during  an 
aircraft  flyover  (Crook  and  Langdon,  1974).  Pauses  begin  to  occur  when 
instantaneous  flyover  levels  exceed  60  dB  (A-weighted).  Masking  of  the 
speech  of  teachers  who  do  not  pause  starts  at  about  the  same  level. 

At  levels  of  75  dB  some  masking  occurs  for  1 5  percent  o*  the  flyovers  and 
increases  to  nearly  1 00  percent  at  82  dB.  Pauses  occur  for  about  80 
pe>cent  of  the  flyovers  at  this  noise  level.  Since  a  marked  increase  in 
pauses  and  masking  occurs  when  levels  exceed  75  dB,  this  level  is 
sometimes  considered  as  one  above  which  teaching  is  impaired  due  to 
disruption  of  speech  communication.  The  sffect  that  this  may  have  on 
learning  is  unclear  at  this  time.  However,  one  study  (Arnoult  et  al.,  1 986) 
could  find  no  effect  of  noise  on  cognitive  tasks  from  jet  or  helicopter  noise 
over  a  range  from  60  to  80  dd  even  though  intelligibility  scores  indicated  a 
continuous  decline  starting  at  the  60  dB  level.  In  a  Japanese  study  (Ando  et 
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<i.,  1975)  f9umrch0rt  failed  to  find  diffsr«nc«a  tn  mental  task  pN»rformance 
among  children  from  communities  with  different  aircraft  noise  exposure 

Althoui^  there  seems  to  be  no  proof  that  noise  from  aircraft  flyovers  affects 
learning,  it  is  reported  by  Mills  (19751  that  children  are  not  as  able  to 
uitderstand  speech  in  the  presence  of  noise  as  are  adults,  it  ts  hypothesized 
that  part  of  the  reason  is  due  to  the  increased  vocabulary  which  the  adult 
can  draw  on  as  compared  to  the  more  limited  vocabutary  available  to  the 
young  student.  Also,  when  one  is  learning  a  language,  it  is  more  critical 
that  aU  words  be  heard  rather  than  only  enough  to  attain  95  percent 
sentence  intelligibility,  whicfi  mey  be  sufficient  for  general  conversations,  it 
was  mentioned  above  that  when  the  maximum  A-ievef  for  aircraft  ffyovw^s 
heard  in  a  classroom  exceeds  75  dB,  masking  of  speech  increases  raptdly. 
However,  it  was  also  noted  that  pausing  during  flyovers  and  masking  of 
speech  for  those  teachers  who  continue  to  lecture  during  e  flyover  start  at 
levels  around  60  dS  (Bennett  and  Pearsons,  1981) 

Annoyance.  Klatt,  Stevens,  end  Williams  (19691  studied  the  annoyance  of 
speech  interference  by  asking  people  to  judge  the  annoyance  of  aircraft 
noise  in  the  presence  and  absence  of  speech  material.  The  speech  material 
was  composed  of  passages  from  newspaper  and  magazine  articles  In 
addition  to  rating  aircraft  noise  on  an  acceptability  scale  (unacceptable, 
barely  acceptable,  acceptable,  end  of  no  concern),  the  subjects  were 
required  to  answer  questions  about  the  speech  material.  The  voice  level 
was  conaidarad  to  raprasant  a  raised  votca  level  (assumed  to  be  68  dB).  In 
general,  for  the  raised  voice  talker,  the  rating  of  barely  acceptable  was  given 
to  flyover  noise  levels  of  73  to  76  dB.  However,  if  the  speech  level  was 
reduced,  the  rating  of  the  aircraft  tended  more  toward  unacceptable.  The 
results  suggested  that  if  the  speech  level  were  such  that  95  percent  or 
better  sentence  intelligibility  was  maintained,  then  a  barely  acceptable  rating 
or  better  acceptability  rating  could  be  expected.  This  result  is  in  general 
agreement  with  the  finding  in  schools  that  teachers  pause  or  have  their 
speech  masked  at  levels  above  75  dB  (Crook  and  Langdon,  1974) 

Hall,  Taylor,  and  Birnie  (1985)  recently  tried  to  relate  various  types  of 
activity  interference  in  the  home,  i.e.,  speech  and  sleep,  to  annoyance.  The 
study  found  that  there  is  a  50  percent  chance  that  people's  speech  would 
be  interfered  with  at  a  level  of  58  dS.  This  result  is  in  agreement  with  the 
other  results,  considering  that  the  speech  levels  in  the  school  environment 
of  the  Cook  study  are  higher  than  the  levels  typically  used  in  the  home. 

Also,  in  a  classroom  situation  the  teacher  raises  his  or  her  voice  as  the 
flyover  noise  increases  in  intensity. 
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4.2.3  Prsdicting  Sp««ch  bitsMigibitty  and  Ralatad  Effacts  Du«  to  Airci'aff 
Ryovar  No^mi 

It  appMrs,  from  tha  abova  discuasiona,  that  whan  atrcratt  ffyovar  r(o<sas 
axcaad  approximatafy  60  dB,  apeech  communicaiion  may  ba  mterferad  with 
aithar  by  masking  or  by  pauamg  on  the  part  of  tha  talker.  Increasing  tha 
•aval  of  tha  flyover  noise  to  80  dB  would  reduce  the  inieHigibility  to  zero 
even  if  a  loud  voice  ia  used  hy  those  attempting  to  :ommunicate 

Tha  levels  mentioned  above  refer  to  noiM  levels  measured  indoors  Tha 
same  noises  measured  outdoors  would  be  15  to  25  dB  higher  than  these 
irtdoor  tavais  during  summer  (windows  open)  and  winter  months  (windows 
closadi,  raspactivaly.  These  estimates  are  taken  from  the  U  S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  reviews  of  available  data  (U  S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency.  1974). 

Levels  of  the  aircraft  noise  measured  inside  dwellings  and  schools  near  the 
ends  of  runways  at  airports  may  exceed  60  dB  inside  (75  dB  outside) 

During  flyovers,  speech  intelligibility  would  be  degraded  However,  since 
the  total  duration  is  short,  no  more  than  a  few  seconds  during  each  flyover, 
only  a  few  syllables  may  be  lost.  People  may  be  annoyed,  but  the 
annoyance  may  not  be  due  to  loss  in  speech  communication,  but  rather  due 
to  startle  or  sleep  disturbance  as  discussed  below. 

4.3  SLEEP  DISTURBANCE  DUE  TO  NOISE 

The  effects  of  noise  on  sleep  have  tong  been  a  concern  of  parties  interested 
in  assuring  suitable  residential  noise  environments.  Early  studies  noted 
background  levels  in  people's  bedrooms  in  which  sleep  was  apparently 
undisturbed  by  noise.  Various  levels  between  25  and  50  dB  (A-weighted) 
were  observed  to  be  associated  with  an  absence  of  sleep  disturbance.  The 
bulk  of  the  research  on  noise  effects  on  which  the  current  relationship  is 
based  was  conducted  in  the  1970s.  The  tests  were  conducted  in  a 
laboratory  environment  in  which  awakening  was  measured  either  by  a  verbal 
response  or  by  a  button  push,  or  by  brain  wave  recordings  lEEG)  indicating 
stages  of  sleep  (and  awakening).  Various  types  of  noise  were  presented  to 
the  sleeping  subjects  throughout  the  night.  These  noises  consisted  primarily 
of  transportation  noises  including  those  produced  by  aircraft,  trucks,  cars, 
and  trains.  The  aircraft  noises  included  both  flyover  noises  as  well  as  sonic 
booms.  Synthetic  noises,  including  laboratory-generated  sounds  consisting 
of  shaped  noises  and  tones,  were  also  studied. 

Lukas  (1975)  and  Goldstein  and  Lukas  11980)  both  reviewed  data  available 
in  the  1970s  on  sleep-stage  changes  and  waking  effects  of  different  levels 
of  noise.  Since  no  known  health  effects  were  associated  with  either  waking 
or  sleep-stage  changes,  either  measure  was  potentially  useful  as  a  metric  of 
sleep  disturbance.  However,  since  waking,  unlike  sleep-stage  changes,  is 
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simple  to  quantifY.  it  i<  often  tetected  m  the  metric  t&r  estimating  the 
effects  of  noise  on  ste^.  These  two  reviews  showed  orest  vsnsbiiitY  wt  the 
percentage  of  people  awakened  by  exposure  to  noise.  The  vMriabikry  is  not 
merely  random  error,  but  reflects  mdividuid  (kfferences  in  ad^iauon  or 
habituation,  arid  also  interpretation  of  tfie  meanmg  of  the  sounds  Such 
factors  cannot  be  estimated  from  the  purely  acoustic  measures  tn  notsc 
exposure. 

Another  maior  review,  by  Griefahn  and  Muzet  it978|,  provided  sirniiar 
information  for  effects  of  noise  on  wakjrvg.  However,  Griefahn  ar^  Muzet' s 
results  suggested  less  waking  for  a  given  level  of  noise  than  predicied  by 
Lukas. 

A  recent  review  (Pearsons  et  al.,  I98u)  of  the  literature  relsted  to  siei^ 
disturbance  demorvitrated  that  the  relationship,  based  exclusively  on 
laboratory  studies,  predicts  greater  sleep  disturbance  than  that  likely  to 
occur  in  a  real-life  situation  in  which  some  adaptation  has  occurred.  The 
prediction  relationships  developed  in  this  review  should  not  be  considered  to 
yield  precise  estimates  of  sleep  disturbance  because  of  the  great  variability 
in  the  data  sets  from  which  they  were  developed.  The  relationships  include 
only  the  duration  and  level  components  of  ‘noise  exposure  *  Increasing  the 
precision  of  prediction  would  depend  on  quantification  of  some  of  the 
nonacoustic  factors.  Further,  a  recent  review  of  field,  as  welt  as  laboratory 
studies,  suggests  that  habituation  may  reduce  the  effect  of  noise  on  sleep 
(Pearsons  et  al.,  1989). 

Noise  must  penetrate  the  home  to  disturb  steep,  interior  noise  levels  are 
lower  than  exterior  levels  doe  to  the  attenuation  of  the  sound  energy  by  the 
structure.  The  amount  of  attenuation  provided  by  the  building  is  dependent 
on  the  type  of  construction  and  whether  the  windows  are  open  or  closed. 
The  approximate  national  average  attenuation  factors  are  1 5  dS  for  open 
windows  and  25  dB  for  closed  windows  (U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  1974). 

Incorporating  these  attenuation  factors,  the  percent  awakened  relationships 
previously  discussed  under  summer  conditions  are  presented  in  Figure  1-4. 

In  conclusion,  the  scientific  literature  does  not  provide  a  consensus  on  sleep 
disturbance.  There  is  no  recognized  criteria  or  standard  which  provides 
guidance  to  assess  sleep  disturbance  due  to  noise. 

4.4  NOiSE-INDUCEO  HEARING  LOSS 

Hearing  loss  is  measured  in  decibels  and  refers  to  the  permanent  auditory 
threshold  shift  of  an  individual's  hearing  in  an  ear.  Auditory  threshold  refers 
to  the  minimum  acoustic  signal  that  evokes  an  auditory  sensation,  i.e.,  the 
quie.est  sound  a  person  can  hear.  When  a  threshold  shift  occurs,  a 
person's  hearing  is  not  as  sensitive  as  before  and  the  minimum  sound  that  a 
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person  can  haar  mutt  be  iouder.  The  threjpKrfd  thth  which  naturaliy  occurs 
wi^  ape  ia  calted  preabycuais.  £xi>oaure  to  high  levels  of  sounp  can  cause 
temporary  and  permanent  threshold  shifts  usually  referred  to  as  notse- 
induced  hearing  toss.  Permanent  hearing  loss  is  generally  associated  widi 
itestnictk^  of  the  hsk  celis  of  the  inner  ear. 

The  EPA  (1974)  and  the  Committee  on  Hearmg,  Bioacoustics,  and 
Biomechanics  (National  Academy  of  Sciences.  1981)  have  addressed  the 
risk  of  outdoor  hearing  loss.  They  have  corKluded  that  heaniM)  loss  would 
not  be  expected  lor  peopta  living  outside  the  noise  ccmtour  of  75  ONL. 
Several  studies  of  populations  near  existing  airpr^ts  in  the  United  States  and 
the  United  Kingdom  have  shown  that  the  possibility  for  permanent  hearing 
loss  in  communities  near  intense  commercial  takeoff  and  landing  patterns  is 
rsmots.  An  FAA-fundsd  study  compared  the  hearing  of  ths  poputatimi  nssr 
the  Los  Angeles  Intsmstiortsl  Airport  to  that  of  the  population  in  a  quiet  area 
away  from  aircraft  noise  (Parnel  et  al..  1972).  A  similar  study  was 
perforated  in  the  vicinity  of  London  Heathrow  Airport  (Ward  et  al.,  1972). 
Both  studies  concluded  that  there  was  no  significant  difference  between  the 
hearing  loss  of  the  two  populations,  and  no  correlation  between  the  hearing 
level  with  the  length  of  time  people  lived  in  the  airport  neighborhood. 

4.5  NONAUDITORY  HEALTH  EFFECTS  OF  RESIDENTIAL  AIRCRAFT  NOISE 

Based  on  summaries  of  previous  research  in  the  field  (Thompson.  1981; 
Thompson  and  Fidell,  1989),  predictions  of  nonauditory  health  effects  of 
aircraft  noise  cannot  be  made.  A  valid  predictive  procedure  requires:  (1) 
evidence  for  causality  between  aircraft  noise  exposure  and  adverse 
nonauditory  health  consequences  and  (2)  knowledge  of  a  quantitative 
relationship  between  amounts  of  noise  exposure  (dose)  and  specific  health 
effects.  Because  results  of  studies  of  aircraft  noise  on  health  are  equivocal, 
there  is  no  sound  scientific  basis  for  making  adequate  risk  assessments. 

Alleged  nonauditory  health  consequences  of  aircraft  noise  exposure  which 
have  been  studied  include  birth  defects,  low  birth  weight,  psychological 
illness,  cancer,  stroke,  hypertension,  sudden  cardiac  death,  myocardial 
infarction,  and  cardiac  arrhythmias.  Of  these,  hypertension  is  the  most 
biologically  plausible  effect  of  noise  exposure.  Noise  appears  to  cause  many 
of  the  same  biochemical  and  physiological  reactions,  including  temporary 
elevation  of  blood  pressure,  as  do  many  other  environmental  stressors. 

These  temporary  increases  in  blood  pressure  are  believed  to  lead  to  a 
gradual  resetting  of  the  body's  blood  pressure  control  system.  Over  a 
period  of  years,  permanent  hypertension  may  develop  (Peterson  et  al., 

1984). 

Studies  of  residential  aircraft  noise  have  produced  contradictory  results. 

Earfy  investigations  indicated  that  hypertension  was  from  two  to  four  times 
higher  in  areas  near  airports  than  in  arens  located  away  from  airports 
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(KwagoctifU  at  al.<  1969).  Although  Meacham  and  Shaw  (1988)  conttmia  to 
raport  axcasstva  cardiovascular  mortality  among  (ndividuaia  75  yaars  or 
otelar  Uving  naar  tha  Los  Angalas  Intarnationai  Airport,  thatr  findirtgs  cannot 
ba  raplicatad  (Frarichs  at  al.,  1980).  In  fact,  noisa  axposura  incraasad  ovw^ 
tha  yaars  whiia  thara  was  a  daciirta  in  all  causa,  aga-adjustad  daath  ratas 
arHl  inconsistant  changes  in  sga-adjustad  cardiovascular,  hypartension,  and 
carabrovascular  disease  rates. 

Studm  which  have  controlled  for  multiple  factors  have  shown  no.  or  a  vary 
weak,  association  between  noisa  exposure  and  nonauditory  health  effects. 
This  observation  holds  for  studies  of  occupational  and  traffic  noisa  at  waM 
as  for  aircraft  noise  exposure,  in  contrast  to  the  early  reports  of  two-  to  six¬ 
fold  increases  in  hypertension  due  to  high  industrial  noisa  (Thompson  and 
Ftdall,  1989),  the  more  rigorously  controlled  studies  of  Talbon  at  al  (1985) 
ar>d  van  Diik  at  al  (1987)  show  no  association  between  hypertension  and 
prolonged  exposure  to  high  levels  of  occupational  noise. 

In  the  aggregate,  studies  indicate  no  association  exists  between  street 
traffic  noise  and  blood  pressure  or  other  cardiovascular  changes.  Two  large 
prospective  collaborative  studies  of  heart  disease  are  of  particular  interest. 

To  date,  cross-sectional  data  from  these  cohorts  offer  contradictory  results. 
Data  from  one  cohort  show  a  slight  increase  in  mean  systolic  blood  pressure 
(2.4  mm  Hg)  in  the  noisiest  compared  to  the  quietest  area;  while  data  from 
the  second  cohort  show  the  lowest  mean  systolic  blood  pressure  and 
highest  high-density  lipoprotein  cholesterol  (lipoprotein  protective  of  heart 
disease)  for  men  in  the  noisiest  area  (Babisch  and  Gallacher,  1990).  These 
effects  of  traffic  noise  on  blood  pressure  and  blood  lipids  were  more 
pronounced  in  man  who  were  also  exposed  to  high  levels  of  noise  at  work. 

It  is  clear  from  the  foregoing  that  the  current  state  of  technical  knowledge 
cannot  support  inference  of  a  causal  or  consistent  relationship,  nor  a 
quantitative  dose-response,  between  residential  aircraft  noise  exposure  and 
health  consequences.  Thus,  no  technical  means  are  available  for  predicting 
extra-auditory  health  effects  of  noise  exposure.  This  conclusion  cannot  be 
construed  as  evidence  of  no  effect  of  residential  aircraft  noise  exposure  on 
nonauditory  health.  Current  findings,  taken  in  sum,  indicate  only  that 
further  rigorous  studies  are  needed. 

DOMESTIC  ANIMALS  AND  WILDLIFE 

A  recent  study  was  published  on  the  effects  of  aircraft  noise  on  domestic 
animals  which  provided  a  review  of  the  literature  and  a  review  of  209  claims 
pertinent  to  aircraft  noise  over  a  period  spanning  32  years  (Bowles  et  at., 
1990).  Studies  since  the  late  1950s  were  motivated  both  by  public 
concerns  about  what  was  at  that  time  a  relatively  novel  technology, 
supersonic  flight,  and  by  claims  leveled  against  the  U.  S.  Air  Force  for 
damage  done  to  farm  animals  by  very  tow-level  subsonic  overflights.  Since 
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th«t  tirrui  ov«r  40  studies  of  aircraft  noise  artd  sonic  booms,  both  in  the  U  S. 
and  overseas,  have  addressed  acute  effects,  mcludmo  effects  of  startle 
responses  (sheep,  horses,  cattle,  fowl),  and  effects  on  reproducbon  ar>d 
growth  (sheep,  catde.  fowl,  swirte),  parental  behaviors  (fowl,  mink),  milk 
letdown  (dairy  cattle,  dairy  goau,  swine),  and  egg  productkm. 

The  literature  on  Om  effects  of  noise  on  domestic  anintals  is  not  extensive, 
and  most  of  die  studies  have  focused  on  the  relation  between  dosages  of 
continuous  noise  and  effecu.  Chronic  noises  are  not  a  good  mode)  for 
aircraft  noise,  which  lasts  only  a  few  seconds,  but  which  is  often  very 
startling.  The  review  of  claims  suggests  that  a  major  source  of  loss  (i.e., 
death  or  loss  of  productivity)  was  panic  induced  in  naive  anknatit  which  are 
not  habituated  to  noise. 

Aircraft  noise  may  have  affects  because  it  might  vigger  a  startle  response,  a 
sequence  of  (diysiological  and  behavioral  events  that  once  helped  sntmals 
avoid  predators.  There  are  good  dose-response  relations  describing  the 
tendency  to  startle  to  various  levels  of  noise,  and  the  effect  of  habituation 
on  the  startle  response. 

The  link  between  startles  and  serious  effects,  i.e.,  effects  on  productivity,  is 
less  certain.  Here,  we  will  define  an  effect  as  any  change  in  a  domestic 
animal  that  alters  its  economic  value,  including  changes  in  body  weight  or 
weight  gain,  numbers  of  young  produced,  weight  of  young  produced, 
fertility,  milk  production,  general  health,  longevity,  or  tractability.  At  this 
point,  changes  in  productivity  are  usually  considered  an  adequate  indirect 
measure  of  changes  in  well  being,  at  least  until  objective  legal  guidelines  are 
provided. 

Recent  focus  on  the  effects  on  production  runs  counter  to  a  trend  in  the 
literature  toward  measuring  the  relation  between  noise  and  physiological 
effects,  such  as  changes  in  corticosteroid  levels,  and  in  measures  of 
immune  system  function.  As  a  result,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  the  relation 
between  dosages  of  noise  and  serious  effects  using  only  physiological 
measures.  The  experimental  literature  is  inadequate  to  document  long-term 
or  subtle  effects  resulting  from  exposure  to  aircraft  noise. 

4.7  LAND  USE  COMPATIBILITY  GUIDELINES 

Widespread  concern  about  the  noise  impacts  of  aircraft  noise  essentially 
began  in  the  1 950s  which  saw  the  major  introduction  of  high  power  jet 
aircraft  into  military  service.  The  concern  about  noise  impacts  in  the 
communities  around  airbases,  and  also  within  the  airbases  themselves,  led 
the  Air  Force  to  conduct  major  investigations  into  the  noise  properties  of 
jets,  methods  of  noise  control  for  test  operations,  and  the  effects  of  noise 
from  aircraft  operations  in  communities  surrounding  airbases.  These  studies 
established  an  operational  framework  of  investigation  and  identified  the 


Baker  AFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FBIS 


l-3t 


basic  parsmatsra  affecting  communtry  response  to  noise.  These  studies 
also  resulted  in  the  first  deuiled  procedures  for  estimating  community 
response  to  aircraft  noise  (Stevens  and  Pietrasanta,  1957). 

Although  most  attention  was  given  to  establishing  methods  of  estimating 
residentiel  community  response  to  noise  (and  establishirrg  the  conditions  of 
noise  "acceptability*  for  residential  usel.  community  development  involves  a 
variety  of  lartd  uses  with  varying  sensitivity  to  noise.  Thus,  land  planning 
with  respect  to  noise  requires  the  establishment  of  noise  criteria  for  different 
land  uses.  This  rteed  was  met  with  the  initial  development  of  aircraft  noise 
compatibility  guidelines  for  varied  land  uses  in  the  mid-1960s  (Bishop, 

1964). 

In  residential  areas,  noise  intrusions  generate  feelings  of  annoyance  on  the 
part  of  irtdividuals.  Increasing  degrees  of  annoyance  lead  to  the  increasiitg 
potential  for  complaints  and  community  actions  (most  typically,  threats  of 
legal  actions,  drafting  of  noise  ordinances,  etc.l.  Annoyance  is  based 
largely  upon  noise  interference  with  speech  communication,  listen.ng  to 
radio  and  television,  and  sleep.  Annoyance  in  the  home  may  also  be  based 
upon  dislike  of  "outside"  intrusions  of  noise  even  though  no  specific  task  is 
interrupted. 

Residential  land  use  guidelines  have  developed  from  consideration  of  two 
related  factors: 

(a)  Accumulated  case  history  experience  of  noise  complaints  and 
community  actions  near  civil  and  military  airports: 

(b)  Relationships  between  environmental  noise  levels  and  degrees 
of  annoyance  (largely  derived  from  social  surveys  in  a  number  of 
communities). 

In  the  establishment  of  land  use  guidelines  for  other  land  uses,  the  prime 
consideration  is  task  interfereiKe.  For  many  land  uses,  this  translates  into 
the  degree  of  speech  interference,  after  taking  into  consideration  the 
importance  of  speech  communication  and  the  presence  of  non-aircraft  noise 
sources  related  directly  to  the  specific  land  use  considered.  For  some  noise- 
sensitive  land  uses  where  any  detectable  noise  signals  which  rise  above  the 
ambient  noise  are  unwanted  (such  as  music  halls),  detectability  may  be  the 
criterion  rather  than  speech  interference. 

A  final  factor  to  be  considered  in  all  land  uses  involving  indoor  activities  is 
the  degree  of  noise  insulation  provided  by  the  building  structures.  The  land 
use  guideline  limits  for  unrestricted  development  within  a  specific  land  use 
assume  noise  insulation  properties  provided  by  typical  commercial  building 
construction.  The  detailed  land  use  guidelines  may  also  define  a  range  of 
higher  noise  exposure  where  construction  or  development  can  be 
undertaken,  provided  a  specified  amount  of  noise  insulation  is  included  in 
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th«  buildings-  Spaciai  noise  studies,  undertaken  by  architectural  or 
engineering  specialists,  may  be  needed  to  define  the  special  noise  insulation 
requirements  for  construction  in  these  guideline  ranges. 


Estimates  of  total  noise  exposure  resulting  from  aircraft  operarions,  as 
expressed  in  ONL  values,  can  be  interpreted  in  terms  of  the  probable  effect 
on  lertd  uses.  Suggested  compatibility  guidelines  for  evaluating  land  uses  in 
aircraft  noise  exposure  areas  were  originally  developed  by  the  FAA  as 
presented  in  Section  3.4.4,  Noise.  Part  150  of  the  FAA  regulations 
prescribes  the  procedures,  standards,  and  methodology  governing  the 
development,  submission,  and  review  of  airport  noise  exposure  maps  and 
airport  noise  compatibility  programs.  It  prescribes  the  use  of  yearly  DNL  in 
the  evaluation  of  airport  noise  environments.  It  also  identifies  those  larvd 
use  types  which  are  normally  compatible  with  various  levels  of  noise 
exposure.  Compatible  or  incompatible  land  use  is  determined  by  comparing 
the  predicted  or  measured  DNL  level  at  a  site  with  the  values  given  in  the 
table.  The  guidelines  reflect  the  statistical  variability  of  the  responses  of 
large  groups  of  people  to  noise.  Therefore,  any  particular  level  might  not 
accurately  assess  an  individual's  perception  of  an  actual  noise  environment. 

While  the  FAA  guidelines  specifically  apply  to  aircraft  noise,  it  should  be 
noted  that  DNL  is  also  used  to  describe  the  noise  environment  due  to  other 
community  noise  sources,  including  motor  vehicles  and  railroads.  The  use 
of  DNL  is  endorsed  by  the  scientific  community  to  assess  land  use 
compatibility  as  it  pertains  to  noise  (American  National  Standards  Institute, 
1990).  Hence,  the  land  use  guidelines  presented  by  the  FAA  can  also  be 
used  to  assess  the  noise  impact  from  community  noise  sources  other  than 
aircraft. 
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CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


INTRODUCTION 

Of  the  22  sites  recorded  on  base.  1 3  are  prehistoric.  5  are  historic  and  4 

have  both  prehistoric  and  historic  components.  A  brief  description  of  each 

site  is  given  below. 

Prehistoric  Sites: 

3MS548  -  A  3M  X  8M  ceramic  scatter  of  light  artifact  density. 

Although  small,  the  site  suggests  a  sophisticated  ceramic 
industry. 

3MS550  •  A  320M  x  SOM  ceramic  scatter  of  moderate  artifact 

density.  Ceramics  indicate  a  long  and  varied  occupation  at 
the  site. 

3MS551  -  A  250M  x  100M  ceramic  and  lithic  scatter  with  a  moderate 

to  heavy  density. 

3MS552  -  A  70M  x  30M  ceramic  scatter  of  light  artifact  density. 

3MS553  -  A  500M  x  200M  ceramic  scatter  of  moderate  artifact 

density.  One  lithic  flake,  originating  from  the  Ozark  Plateau, 
suggests  trade. 

3MS555  ■  A  300M  x  1 0OM  ceramic  scatter  of  heavy  artifact  density, 

with  middens  present.  This  large  prehistoric  site  has  the 
highest  density  of  artifacts  outside  of  3MS105. 

3MS556  -  A  1  lOM  x  120M  ceramic  and  lithic  scatter  of  light  artifact 

density.  A  Poverty  Point  object  found  at  the  site  suggests 
an  earlier  occupation  than  the  other  sites  on  base. 

3MS557  -  A  150M  x  1 10M  ceramic  and  lithic  scatter  of  moderate 

artifact  density. 

3MS559  -  A  30M  x  30M  ceramic  scatter  of  light  artifact  density. 

3MS560  A  30M  x  45M  ceramic  scatter  of  light  artifact  density.  An 

isolated  historic  bottle  was  found  among  the  scatter. 
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3MS561  -  A  500M  x  300M  ceramic  and  liihic  scatter  of  light  to 

moderate  artifact  density. 

3MS525  -  A  SOM  x  SOM  lithic  scatter  of  light  artifact  density. 

3MS526  -  A  200M  x  100M  ceramic  scatter  of  light  artifact  density. 

Prehistoric/Historic  Sites; 

3MSS49  -  A  300M  x  120M  prehistoric  ceramic  scatter  and  h.storic 

trash  scaner  of  heavy  artifact  density.  Ceramic  assentuiage 
indicates  a  tong  and  varied  occupation  at  the  site. 

3MSSS8  *  A  SOM  x  20M  prehistoric  ceramic  and  lithic  scatter  and 
historic  trash  scatter  of  light  artifact  density.  (The  small 
trash  scatter  indicates  late  1 9th  to  early  20th  century 
occupation.) 

3MSS24  •  A  700M  x  300M  prehistoric  ceramic  and  lithic  scaner  and 
historic  landfill  with  associated  trash.  Both  components 
have  a  heavy  artifact  concentration. 

3MS10S  -  A  7S-acre  multicomponent  prehistoric  village  with  an 
historic  component  (late  1800  origin).  The  prehistoric 
village  has  heavy  artifact  density  and  includes  subsurface 
deposits  of  houses,  burials,  palisade  trenches,  storage  pits, 
and  mound  remnants.  Testing  has  determined  the  site 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

Historic  Sites: 

3MS547  -  A  90M  x  60M  trash  scaner  of  moderate  artifact  density. 

Artifacts  suggest  a  mid'20th  century  dwelling. 

3MS554  -  A  30M  x  30M  trash  scaner  of  light  density.  Artifacts 

suggest  a  late  1 9th  century  occupation  which  does  not 
extend  into  the  20th  century. 

3MS531  ■  A  60M  x  30M  trash  scaner  of  light  artifact  density. 

Possible  origins  in  the  1 9th  century. 

3MS195  -  A  250M  x  120M  trash  scatter  of  moderate  artifact  density. 

Mid-20th  century  occupation. 

Survey 

l-#1  -  A  49M  x  36M  trash  scatter  of  light  to  modertate  artifact 

density.  Possible  late  19th  century  association. 
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Public  Disclosure  of  cultural  resource  locations  is 
prohibited  by  law  (ARPA  16  U.S.  Code  §470hh,  and 
36  CFR  296). 
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AIR  EMISSIONS  INVENTORY 


INTRODUCTION 


The  following  tables  contain  the  daily  pollutant  emissions  associated  with 
the  Proposed  Action  and  other  potential  reuse  alternatives.  Emissions  are 
provided  for  four  categories;  construction,  aircraft  operations,  Fire 
Protection  Training  Area  (FPTA),  and  other  activities. 

Construction  emissions  are  based  on  acreage  of  land  being  developed  each 
day.  There  are  two  components  in  construction  emissions:  fugitive  dust 
and  combustive  emissions.  Fugitive  dust  would  be  greatest  during  site 
clearing  and  grading  activities.  Uncontrolled  fugitive  dust  (particulate 
matter)  emissions  from  ground-disturbing  activities  would  be  emitted  at  a 
rate  of  1.2  tons  per  acre  per  month  (U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
1985a).  The  PM,o  fraction  of  the  total  fugitive  dust  emissions  is  assumed 
to  be  50  percent,  or  0.6  tons  per  acre  per  month.  It  is  assumed  that  on  the 
average  there  are  230  working  days  per  year  (accounting  for  weekends, 
weather,  and  holidays),  that  half  of  these  day.<:  (115)  would  be  used  for  site 
preparation,  and  that  four  working  days  would  be  required  to  complete  site 
preparation  for  each  acre  of  land. 

In  order  to  calculate  the  combustive  emissions  from  heavy  construction 
equipment,  emission  factors  developed  as  part  of  a  large-scale  community 
plan  impact  assessment  are  utilized  (Riverside  County  Planning  Department, 
1992).  The  emission  factors  are  based  on  the  assumption  that  it  would 
take  a  total  expenditure  of  250,000  brake-horsepower  hours  of  energy  with 
diesel-powered  internal  combustion  engines  to  completely  demolish  and 
redevelop  1  acre  of  land.  Emission  factors  for  this  amount  of  energy 
expenditure  were  calculated  to  be  460  pounds  per  acre  for  ROG, 

1,720  pounds  per  acre  for  CO,  4,980  pounds  per  acre  for  NO.  (as  NO2), 
400  pounds  per  acre  for  particulate  matter  (equivalent  to  approximately 
384  pounds  per  acre  for  PM,o  emissions  from  diesel  combustion),  and 
1 20  pounds  per  acre  for  SOj- 

Emissions  from  the  aircraft  operation  category  are  calculated  separately 
based  directly  on  the  fleet  mix  information  predicted  for  the  particular  reuse 
alternative.  These  emissions  are  predicted  by  the  Emissions  and  Dispersion 
Modeling  System  (EDMS)  model  (U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  1988) 
based  on  the  estimated  frequency  of  flight  operations  projected  for  each 
type  of  aircraft.  The  EDMS  model  contains  a  built-in  data  base  of 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency's  AP-42  emission  factors  for  various 
types  of  aircraft. 
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Tba  FPTA  emissions  are  based  on  estimates  of  the  expected  total  annua) 
use  of  No.  2  diesel  fuei  and  emission  factors  developed  by  the  U.S.  Air 
Force  for  the  open  burning  of  JP-4  during  fire  fighting  training  (Fagin,  1988). 
JP>4  emission  factors  were  used  because  factors  for  No.  2  diesel  are  not 
available.  Emission  factors  for  No.  2  diesel  would  be  expected  to  be 
somewhat  higher  than  JP-4  factors  because  of  the  fuel  property  differences. 

The  emissions  for  other  activities  (i.e.,  fuei  combustion,  waste  burning, 
solvent  use,  petroleum  storage  and  transfer,  industrial  processes, 
miscellaneous  processes,  and  vehicles)  are  developed  assuming  that  the 
ratio  of  reuse  alterative  emissions  to  reuse  alternative  population  is 
proportional  to  the  ratio  of  the  1 987  Mississippi  County  emission  levels  to 
the  total  population  of  Mississippi  County. 

The  basic  equation  used  to  develop  the  reuse  alternative  emission  inventory 
data  is:  Reuse  Emissions  (Mississippi  County  Emissions/Mississippi 
County  Population)  x  Incremental  Reuse  Population  Increase. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  and  wildlife  SERVICE 

900  Clay  Sireei.  Room  23S 
Vicksburg.  Mississippi  39180 

May  29,  1992 


Lt.  Col.  Gary  P.  Baumgartel 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Air  Force  Center  for  Environmental  Excellence 

Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  Texas  78235-5000 


Dear  Lt.  Col.  Baumgartel: 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  reviewed  the  biological  assessment  for  the  reuse  of  Eaker 
Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi  County,  Arkansas  dated  May  22,  1992.  Our  comments  are 
provided  in  accordance  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (48  Stat.  401,  as 
amended;  16  U.S.C.  661  et.seq.)  and  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (87  Stat.  884,  as  amended; 
16  U.S.C.  1531  et  seq.). 

The  proposed  project  consists  of  the  redevelopment  of  Eaker  Air  Force  Base  property  for  an 
expanded  civilian  general  aviation  facility.  This  facility  would  include  an  aii^eld,  aviation 
support,  industrial,  institutional,  educational,  commercial,  residential,  public/recreational, 
open  space,  and  agricultural  areas.  As  discussed  in  the  biological  assessment,  the 
endangered  bald  eagle  (Haliaeetus  leucocephalus),  is  known  to  occur  in  the  project  area 
during  the  winter  season.  Therefore,  the  proposed  development  incorporates  features  to 
avoid  adverse  impacts  to  eagles.  The  Department  of  the  Air  Force  has  determined  that  the 
proposed  project,  including  features  to  protect  bald  eagles  and  other  large  birds,  will  not 
adversely  impact  any  endangered  or  thi^tened  species.  The  Fish  and  WUdlife  Service 
concurs  with  this  determination  and  no  further  consultation  in  accordance  with  Section  7  of 
the  Endangered  Species  act  will  be  required  for  this  project. 

We  appreciate  your  interest  in  the  protection  of  endangered  and  threatened  species. 


Sincerely, 


QjLSi  0. 

Charles  A.  McCabe 
Acting  Field  Supervisor 
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INFLUENCING  FACTORS  AND  IMPACTS  BY  LAND  USE  PARCEL 

INTRODUCTION 


This  Environmental  Impact  Statement  contains  an  analysis  of  the 
environmental  consequences  of  disposal  and  reuse  for  the  entire  base 
property  available  for  disposal.  The  impacts  over  the  life  span  of  the  full 
project  form  the  basis  of  this  analysis.  References  to  specific  land  use 
categories,  locations,  or  activities  are  provided  within  Chapter  4,  where 
necessary,  to  provide  further  context  in  describing  environmental  impacts. 

In  order  to  support  the  parcelization  and  disposal  process,  this  appendix 
presents  the  influencing  factois  and  impacts  that  each  land  use  p.'  <’ce>  would 
contribute  to  the  total  project  impacts  described  in  Chapter  4.  The 
incremental  effects  of  each  land  use  parcel  could  be  used  by  the  decision 
maker  to  further  understand  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of 
future  disposal-related  decisions  for  portions  of  the  base  property. 

For  the  purpose  of  analysts,  land  use  parcels  are  defined  as  the  land  use 
boundaries  presented  in  each  conceptual  reuse  alternative.  These  land  use 
parcels  may  not  reflect  the  ultimate  disposal  parcelization,  as  that  process  is 
ongoing. 

Because  the  specific  development  and  activities  for  each  land  use  parcel  are 
not  currently  known,  the  land  use  parcel  activities  and  impacts  are  based  on 
the  conceptual  land  uses  described  in  Chapter  2,  using  the  analytic  methods 
presented  in  Appendix  E. 

The  incremental  number  of  jobs,  on-site  population,  ground  disturbance, 
traffic  generation,  and  utility  demands  associated  with  each  land  use  parcel 
were  estimated  either  by  specific  known  demands  or  as  a  proportion  of  area 
or  development  density  attributable  to  the  parcel  for  a  given  land  use 
category  within  each  reuse  alternative.  For  example,  if  an  industrial  land 
use  parcel  represented  60  percent  of  the  total  base  area  designated  for 
industrial  uses,  it  would  contribute  about  60  percent  of  jobs  estimated  for 
the  entire  proposed  industrial  land  use  category  under  that  reuse  alternative. 

Issues  related  to  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  were  identified  for  each 
land  use  parcel  based  on  the  type  and  location  of  material  or  contaminant 
and  its  potential  constraints  to  reuse  activities.  Impacts  to  natural  resources 
{soils,  water,  noise,  biological,  and  cultural)  associated  with  each  land  use 
parcel  were  based  on  the  resource  location  and  the  potential  for  disturbance 
by  reuse  activities. 
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Tables  M*1  through  M-4  summarize  the  influencing  factors  and  impacts 
associated  with  each  land  use  parcel  for  the  Proposed  Action,  alternatives, 
and  other  land  use  concepts.  The  Parcel  Identification  Numbers  identified  in 
the  summary  tables  for  each  alternative  are  referenced  to  parcel  locations 
shown  in  Figures  M-1  through  M-4. 
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Table  M-1.  influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  -  Proposed  Action* 

Page  1  of  7 


Parcel  ID 

Raaource  Catagory 

A-1 

AS-l 

IND-1 

IND-2 

Acraaga 

998 

232 

204 

125 

Community  Satting 

0  direct  jobs 

1,850  direct  jobs 

397  direct  jobs 

245  direct  jobs 

Land  Uaa 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

Tranaportation 
(Paak  Hour  Voluma) 

59,540  civilian  flight 
oparationa.  1,000 
military  flight 
oparationa 

669  vahicles/hour 

219  vehicles/hour 

134  vehicles/hour 

Utilitias 

Watar  (gallona/day) 

Negligible 

89,000 

18.970 

11,608 

Waatawatar  (gallona/day) 

Negligible 

71,200 

15.176 

9,286 

Solid  Waata  (tona/day) 

Nagligibla 

2.85 

2.51 

1.53 

Elactricity  (MWH/day) 

Negligible 

21.44 

10.89 

6.69 

Natural  Gaa  (tharma/day) 

Nagligibla 

839 

537 

330 

Hazardoua 

Matariala/Waata 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays  due  to 
remediation  of  IHP  sites 
and  removal  of  USTs 

Possible  land  use 
restrictions  and 
propertY  disposal  delays 
due  to  remediation  of 

IRP  sites  and  UST 
removals,  facilities 
may  contain  ACM 

Possible  land  use 
restrictions  and 
property  disposal 
delays  due  to 
remediation  of  IRP 
sites  and  UST 
removals,  facilities 
may  contain  ACM 

facilities  may 
contain  ACM. 

Soila  and  Gaology 

0  acres  disturbed 

73  acres  disturbed 

35  acres  disturbed 

22  acres  disturbed 

Watar  Rasourcaa 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noiae 

443  acres  exposed  to 

ONL  65  dB  or  above 

7  acres  exposed  to  DNL 

65  dB  or  above 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Bioiogicat  Raaourcaa 

2.2  acres  of  wetland 
present 

2.4  acres  of  wetland 
present. 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

Cultural  Raaourcaa 

36.2  acres  subject  to 
impact 

No  impact 

0.3  acre  subject  to 
impact 

11,2  acres  subject 
to  impact 
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Table  M-1.  influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  -  Proposed  Action 
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Parcel  ID 

Ra«ourc«  Catagory 

INO-3 

IND-4 

INT{E)-1 

INT(E)'2 

Acraaga 

90 

82 

91 

37 

CommunitY  Salting 

1 75  direct  jobs 

1 60  direct  jobs 

1 2  direct  jobs 

1 57  direct  jobs; 

900  students  living 
on  site 

Land  Usa 

Inconrtpatibla  with 
adjacent  residential  land 
usa 

No  conflict 

Incompatible  with 
adjacent  residential 
land  use 

No  conflict 

Transportation 
(Peak  Hour  Voluma) 

96  vahiclas/hour 

88  vehictes/hour 

Negligible  traffic 

1 1 6  vehicles/hour 

Utilities 

Water  (gallons/day) 

8,364 

7.636 

3.600 

980 

Wastewater  (gallons/day) 

6,691 

6,109 

2,880 

784 

Solid  Waste  (tons/day) 

1.1 

1.01 

0.88 

0.36 

Electricity  (MWH/day) 

4.80 

4.38 

Unknown 

9.00 

Natural  Gas  (tharms/day) 

237 

216 

Unknown 

352 

Hazardous 

Matarials/Wasta 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays  due  to 
rennadiation  of  AAFES 
Service  Station; 
facilities  may  contain 

ACM 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays  due  to 

UST  removals;  facilities 
may  contain  ACM 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays  due  to 
remediation  of  landfill 

No.  2,  and  UST 
removal;  facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays  due 
to  UST  removals; 
facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

Soils  and  Geology 

1 6  acres  disturbed 

1 4  acres  disturbed 

23  acres  disturbed 

9  acres  disturbed 

Water  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Raeourcas 

0.2  acres  of  wetland 
present 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

Cultural  Resources 

No  impact 

2.4  acres  subject  to 
impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 
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Table  M-1.  Influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  -  Proposed  Action* 
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Parcel  ID 

Resource  Cetegory 

C-1 

C-2 

C-3 

C  4 

Acreage 

so 

28 

28 

6 

Cotnmunity  Setting 

431  direct  jobs 

151  direct  jobs 

1 50  direct  jobs 

30  direct  jobs 

Land  Use 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

Incompatible  with 
adjacent  residential  lartd 

use 

No  conflict 

Transportation 
(Peak  Hour  Volume) 

605  vehicles/hour 

212  vehiclas/hour 

211  vehiclas/hour 

42  vehicles/hour 

Utilities 

Water  (gallons/day) 

6,370 

2.235 

2,219 

447 

Wastewater  (gallons/dayl 

5,096 

1,788 

1,775 

358 

Solid  Waste  (tons/day) 

4.50 

1.57 

1.57 

C.35 

Electricity  IMWH/day) 

6.88 

2.41 

2.39 

0.48 

Natural  Gas  (therms/dayl 

233 

82 

81 

16 

Hazardous 

Materials/Wasts 

Possible  property  disposal 
delays  due  to  UST 
removals;  facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

Possible  property  disposal 
delays  due  to  UST 
removals;  fcilitias  may 
contain  ACM 

Possible  property  disposal 
delays  due  to  UST 
removals;  fciiities  may 
contain  ACM 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays 
due  to  UST 
removals;  fciiities 
may  contain  ACM 

Soils  and  Geology 

46  acres  disturbed 

fS  acres  disturbed 

1 6  acres  disturbed 

3  acres  disturbed 

Water  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  irrtpact 

Cultural  Resources 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 
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Table  M-l .  Influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  -  Proposed  Action* 
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Parcel  ID 

Ra<ourc«  Category 

R-1 

R-2 

PR-1 

PR-2 

Acreage 

120 

SI 

214 

119 

Communjty  Setting 

686  on-site  population 

41 2  on-site 
population 

5  direct  jobs 

1 6  d*  r  jobs 

Land  Use 

Incompatible  with 
adjacent  industrial  use 

Incompatible  with 
adjacent  industrial 
and  commercial 
larul  use 

No  conflict 

Incompatible  with 
adjacent  inatilutional  land 

use 

Transportation 
(Peak  Hour  votume) 

229  vehicles/hour 

174  vehicles/hour 

5  vehicles/hour 

18  vehicles/hour 

Utilities 

Water  (gallons/day) 

139,050 

94,050 

Negligible 

Negligible 

Wastewater  (gallons/day) 

111,240 

75,240 

Negligible 

0 

Solid  Waste  (tons/day) 

6.76 

5.15 

Negligible 

0.41 

Electricity  (MWH/day) 

.01 

.01 

Negligible 

Negligible 

Natural  Gas  (therms/day) 

5 

1 

0 

0 

Hazardous 

Materials/Waste 

Facilities  may  contain 
ACM 

Facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

Possible  land  use 
restrictions  and  property 
disposal  delays  due  to 
remediation  of  Landfill 

No.  4 

Possible  land  use 
restrictions  end  property 
disposal  delays  due  to 
remediation  of  Landfill 

No.  2 

Soils  sr>d  Geology 

49  acres  disturbed 

37  acres  disturbed 

28  acres  disturbed 

1 5  acres  disturbed 

Water  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biologicai  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

10.8  acres  of  wetland 
present 

14.6  acres  of  wetland 
present 

Cultural  Resources 

No  impact 

No  impact 

90  acres  subject  to 
impact 

0.3  acre  subject  to 
impact 

M-6 
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T«b(«  M-l.  Influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  -  Proposed  Actwin 
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Parcel  ID 

ftMourc*  Category 

PR  3 

PR  4 

PR  5 

PR  6 

Acreage 

98 

89 

66 

63 

Commurnty  Setting 

14  direct  jobs 

1  3  }4j0» 

0  direct  jobe 

0 

tend  Uee 

No  conflict 

No  coftfu-ii 

No  contiicl 

No  cofifttct 

Trenepoftesfoo 
(Peek  Hoof  Vohjnnet 

18  vefliclea/hour 

14  vshtclee  hour 

0 

0  w*Niici#« 'Houf 

Utilitiee 

Water  (ge<lone/deyj 

Negligible 

0 

0 

Wettewater  (geUone/dey) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SoM  Waste  (tone /day) 

0  34 

Negligible 

0 

0 

Elactneify  tMWH/day) 

Negligfbla 

Negligible 

0 

0 

Natural  Gas  (therma/dayl 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Hazardous 

Matanala/Wasta 

Facilities  may  contain 

ACM 

Facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

No  impact 

No  imped 

Sofia  and  Geology 

1 3  actet  disturbed 

1  1  ec'ei  disturbed 

8  ac'st  disturbed 

7  ectes  dielurbed 

Water  Rsaourcet 

No  advefsa  impact 

No  edve'se  impact 

No  adverse  imped 

No 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  jmpfKt 

No  imiped 

Biological  Retourcst 

No  adverse  impact 

3  0  acres  ot  metlsrxl 

present 

No  adverse  impact 

2  4  of  I'irtfiSAd 

pf#ik#rtt 

Cultural  Rseources 

No  impact 

0  9  acf#  #ub|«ct  to 
tmpact 

SO  2  mcftt  to 

Z7  2  tybmei  to 

rmpuct 

Eaker  AFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FEtS 
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Table  M-1.  Influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  -  Proposed  Action* 
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Parcel  ID 

lourca  Catagory 

PR  7 

PR-8 

PR-9 

PR-10 

49 

37 

34 

14 

imuinitv  Saning 

7  diract  jobs 

0  diract  toba 

0  direct  foba 

0  diract  )oba 

«d  Uaa 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

inaportation 

Hour  Voluma) 

8  vahiciaa/hour 

0  vehiclaa/hour 

0  vahrclaa/hour 

0  vahiclaa/riv 

Ktiaa 

Malar  (gallona/day) 

Nagligibla 

0 

0 

0 

Maatawatar  (galloifa/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Solid  Wasta  (tona/dayl 

0.16 

0 

0 

0 

Elactricity  (MWH/day) 

Nagligibla 

0 

0 

0 

Maturai  Gaa  (tharma/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

zardoua 

itariaia/Waata 

Poaaibla  proparty 
diapoaal  dalaya  dua 
to  ramadiation  of 

Rra  Protaction 
Training  Araa  and 
Small  Arma  Firing 
Ranga 

Faciiitiaa  may  contain 
ACM 

Poaaibla  lar^  uaa 
raatrictiona  and  proparty 
diapoaal  dalaya  dua  to 
ramadiation  of  Landfill 

No.  4 

No  impact 

ila  artd  Gaotogy 

6  acraa  disturbed 

S  acraa  diaturbad 

4  acraa  diaturbad 

2  acraa  diaturbad 

liar  Raaourcas 

No  adverae  impact 

No  adverae  impact 

No  advaraa  impact 

No  advaraa  impact 

Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

logical  Raaourcaa 

No  advaraa  impact 

No  advaraa  impact 

No  advaraa  impact 

No  advaraa  impact 

Itural  Raaourcaa 

7.4  acraa  aubjact 
to  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 
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Table  M-l.  Influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  -  Proposed  Action* 
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Parcel  ID 

Resource  Category 

PR- .  1 

PR- 12 

PR- 13 

AG-1 

Acreage 

12 

11 

5 

275 

Community  Setting 

0  direct  jobs 

0  direct  jobs 

1  direct  job 

0  direct  jobs 

Land  Use 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

Transportation 
(Pa^  Hour  Volume) 

0  vehiclos/hour 

0  vehicles/hour 

1  vehicle/hour 

0  veNcles/hour 

Utilities 

Water  (gallons/day) 

0  G/day 

0  G/day 

Negligible  G/day 

0  G/day 

Wastewater  (gallons/day) 

0  G/day 

0  G/day 

0  G/day 

0  G/day 

Solid  Waste  (tons/day) 

0  T/day 

0  T/day 

0.02  T/day 

0  T/day 

Electricity  (MWH/day) 

0  MWH/day 

0  MWH/day 

Negligible  MWH/day 

0  MWH/day 

Natural  Gas  (tharms/day) 

0  Therms/day 

0  Therms/day 

0  Therms/day 

0  Tharms/day 

Hazardous 

Materials/Waste 

No  innpact 

Possible  lar>d  use 
restrictions  and 
property  disposal 
delays  due  to 
remediation  of 
Landfill  No.  3 

Facilities  may  contain 
ACM 

Possible  property  disposal 
delays  due  to  remediation 
of  Larvffill  No.  2 

Soils  arxf  Geology 

2  acres  disturbed 

1  acre  disturbed 

1  acre  disturbed 

0  acres  disturbed 

Water  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

1 .0  acre  of  wetland 
present 

Cultural  Resources 

No  impact 

0.5  acre  subject  to 
impact 

No  impact 

5.3  acres  subject  to 
impact 

*  Inftuanc'ng  factors  arxf  impacts  are  relative  to  closure  baseline  conditions  except  for  aircraft  noise  contours  which  show  total  noise  levels. 
AAFES  s  Army-Air  Force  Exchange  System. 

ACM  s  Asbestos-containing  material. 

DNL  =  Day-t)ight  average  sound  level. 

IRP  =  installation  Restoration  Program. 

MWH  =  megawatt-hours. 

NA  »  not  applicable. 

USTs  =  UndergrourKl  storage  tariks. 
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Table  M>2.  Influencing  Factors  and  impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  -  General  Aviation  Alternative* 

Page  1  of  9 


Parcel  10 

R««ourctt  Catagory 

A-1 

AS-1 

AS- 2 

INO-1 

Acreage 

754 

49 

26 

159 

Community  Setting 

0  direct  jobs 

1 2  direct  jobs 

7  direct  jobs 

440  direct  jobs 

Land  Uee 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

Incompatible 
with  adjacent 
residential  land 

use 

Tranaportation 
(Peak  Hour  Volume) 

46,000  civilian 
flight  operations 

9  vehicles/hour 

5  vehicles/hour 

191 

vahiclas/hour 

Utilities 

Water  (gallons/day) 

Negligible 

550 

0 

35,120 

Wastewater  (galions/day) 

Negligible 

440 

0 

28,096 

Solid  Waste  (tons/day) 

Negligible 

0.81 

0.43 

2.64 

Electricity  (MWH/day) 

Negligible 

2.29 

1.21 

23.24 

Natural  Gas  (therms/day) 

Negligible 

90 

47 

1,011 

Hazardous 

Possible  property 

Possible  property 

Possible  property 

Possible 

Matariais/Waste 

disposal  delays  due 
to  remediation  of 

IRP  sites  and 
removal  of  USTs 

disposal  delays  due 
to  UST  removals; 
facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

disposal  delays  due 
to  UST  removals; 
facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

property 
dispose  delays 
due  to 

remediation  of 

IRP  sites 

Soils  and  Geology 

3  acres  disturbed 

17  acres  disturbed 

9  acres  disturbed 

66  acres 

disturbed 

Water  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse 
impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

33  acres  exposed 
to  DNL  65  dB  or 
above 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

2.5  acres  of 
wetland  present 

No  adverse  impact 

2.5  acres  of 
wetland  present 

Cultural  Resources 

26.4  acres  subject 
to  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

7.4  acres 
subject  to 
impact 

M-10 
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Table  M-2.  Influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  •  General  Aviation  Alternative* 
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Parcel  ID 

Rwourca  Category 

lND-2 

INO-3 

IND-4 

INT(EI-1 

Acreage 

150 

116 

78 

55 

CommunitY  Setting 

413  direct  jobs 

322  direct  jobs 

2 1 6  direct  jobs 

43  direct  jobs; 

171  on-site 
population 

Land  Use 

Incompatible  with 
adjacent  residential 
land  use 

No  conflict 

Incompatible  with 
adjacent 
residential, 
recreation,  end 
public  land  uses 

No  conflict 

Traneportation 
(Peak  Hour  Volume) 

180  vehiclas/hour 

1 40  vehicles/hour 

94  vehicle/hour 

1 6  vehiclos/hour 

Utilities 

Water  (gaHons/day) 

32.967 

25,663 

17,249 

700 

Wastewater  (gallons/day) 

26,374 

20,530 

13,799 

560 

Solid  Waste  (tons/day) 

2.48 

1.92 

1.29 

1.32 

Electricity  (MWH/day) 

21.81 

16.98 

11.41 

9.58 

Natural  Gas  (tharms/day) 

949 

739 

496 

375 

Hazardous 

MaterialsAVaste 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays  due 
to  remediation  of 

IRP  sites  and  UST 
removals;  facilities 
may  contain  ACM 

Possible  land  use 
restrictions  and 
property  disposal 
delays  due  to 
remediation  of 

Landfill  No.  3  and 
UST  removals: 
facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

Possible  land  use 
restrictions  and 
property  disposal 
delays  due  to 
remediation  of 

Landfill  No.  3  and 
UST  removals; 
facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays 
due  to  UST 
removals; 
facilities  mey 
contain  ACM 

Soils  arKi  Geology 

62  acres  disturbed 

48  acres  disturbed 

32  acres  disturbed 

17  acres 
disturbed 

Water  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse 
impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse 
impact 

Cultural  Resources 

No  impact 

0.2  acres  subject 
to  impact 

0.3  acre  subject  to 
impact 

No  impact 

Baker  AFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FEIS 
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Table  M*2.  Influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  •  General  Aviation  Alternative* 

Page  3  of  9 


Parcel  ID 

Resource  Category 

C-1 

C-2 

R-1 

R-2 

Acreage 

50 

13 

178 

101 

CommurMty  Setting 

902  direct  jobs 

235  direct  jobs 

7 1 8  on-site 
population 

408  on-site 
population 

Land  Use 

Imcompatibie  with 
adjacent  residential 
land  use 

Incompatible  with 
adjacent  residential 
larKf  use 

Incompatible  with 
adjacent  industrial 
land  use 

Incompatible 
with  adjacent 
industrial  land 

use 

Transportation 
(Peak  Hour  Volume) 

497  vehicles/hour 

130  vehicles/hour 

334  vehicles/hour 

94  veNcles/hour 

Utilities 

Water  (gallons/dav) 

14,738 

3,837 

180,900 

50,850 

Wastewater  (gallons/day) 

1 1 ,790 

3,069 

144,720 

40,680 

Solid  Waste  (tons/day) 

1.82 

0.47 

6.48 

3.68 

Electricity  (MWH/day) 

11.93 

3.11 

0.02 

0.01 

Natural  Gas  (therms/day) 

440 

115 

1 

0.5 

Hazardous 

Materials/Waate 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays  due 
to  remediation  of 
AAFES  Service 
Station  and  UST 
removals;  facilities 
may  contain  ACM 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays  due 
to  UST  removals; 
facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

No  impact 

Facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

Soils  and  Geology 

29  acres  disturbed 

7  acres  disturbed 

1 20  acres 
disturbed 

68  acres 
disturbed 

Water  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse 
impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

3.1  acres  of 
wetland  present 

No  adverse 
impact 

Cultural  Resources 

No  impact 

No  impact 

5.5  acres  subject 
to  impact 

No  impact 

M-12 
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Table  M-2.  Influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  •  General  Aviation  AHemative* 
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1 

Parcel  ID 

Resource  Category 

R-3 

R-4 

R-5 

R  6 

Acreage 

82 

56 

40 

34 

Ccwnmunity  Setting 

329  on-site 

227  on-site 

163  ort-site 

137  on-site 

population 

population 

population 

population 

Land  Use 

Incompatible  with 
adiacent  irtdustrial 
ar)d  corrwnercial 
land  use 

Incompatible  with 
adjacent  irtdustrial 
letKl  use 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

Trartsportation 
(Peak  Hour  volume) 

76  vehicles/hour 

52  vahiclas/hour 

56  vehidas/hour 

25  vehicles/hour 

Utilities 

Water  (gallona/day) 

41.400 

28,350 

30,600 

13,500 

Waatawatar  (gallone/day) 

33,120 

22.680 

24,480 

10,800 

Solid  Waste  (tons/dayl 

2.99 

2.03 

1.46 

1.24 

Electricity  (MWH/day) 

0.01 

Negligible 

Negligible 

Negligibla 

Natural  Gas  (therms/day) 

0.5 

Negligible 

Negligible 

Negligible 

Hazardous 

Materials/Waste 

Facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays  due 
to  UST  removals; 
facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Soils  and  Geology 

55  acres  distrubed 

38  acres  disturbed 

27  acres  disturbed 

23  acres 
disturbed 

Water  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse 
impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  edvorse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

0.2  acre  of 
wetland  present 

Cultural  Resources 

No  impact 

No  impact 

0.3  acre  subject  to 
impact 

No  impact 

Baker  ABB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FEIS 
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Table  M-2.  influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  -  General  Aviation  Alternative* 
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Parcel  ID 

Rasourca  Catagory 

PR-1 

PR- 2 

PR-3 

Acraaga 

26 

253 

177 

115 

Community  Satting 

260  oivaita 
population 

0  direct  jobs 

1 8  direct  jobs 

1 5  direct  jobs 

Land  Uaa 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

Tranaportation 
(Peak  Hour  Voluma) 

56  vahiclaa/hour 

0  vehiclea/hour 

130  vahicles/hour 

85  vehicles/ 
hour 

UtHitioa 

Watar  (gailont/day) 

45,000 

0 

0 

Negligible 

Waatawatar  (gailona/day) 

36,000 

0 

0 

Negligible 

Solid  Waata  (tona/day) 

0.95 

0 

0.42 

0.28 

Elactricity  (MWH/day) 

Negligible 

0 

0 

0 

Natural  Gaa  (tharma/day) 

Negligible 

0 

0 

0 

Hazardoua 

Posaibta  property 

Posaibla  land  use 

Possible  larvf  use 

Faciltias  may 

Matariala/Waata 

diapoaal  dalaya  due 
to  UST  ramovala; 
faciiitiaa  may 
contain  ACM 

restrictions  and 
property  disposal 
dalaya  dus  to 
ramediaton  of 

Landfill  No.  4 

restrictions  arvd 
property  disposal 
delays  due  to 
remediation  of 
Landfill  No.  2  and 
UST  removals; 
facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

contain  ACM 

Soila  and  Gaology 

1 8  acrea  disturbed 

42  acres  distrubed 

29  acres  disturbed 

1 9  acres 
disturbed 

Water  Raaourcea 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse 
impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noiaa 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Raaourcea 

No  adverse  impact 

10.9  acres  of 
wetland  present 

16.6  acres  of 
wetland  present 

No  adverse 
impact 

Cultural  Raaourcea 

No  impact 

101  sera  subject  to 
impact 

1 .3  acres  subject 
to  impact 

0.4  acre  subject 
to  impact 

M-14 
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Page  6  of  9 


Parcel  ID 

Ratourc*  Category 

PR-4 

PR5 

PR-e 

PR-7 

Acraaga 

95 

85 

34 

29 

Community  Setting 

9  direct  jobs 

9  direct  jobs 

3  direct  jobs 

3  direct  jobs 

Land  Uaa 

Incompatible  with 
adjacent  industrial 
land  use 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

Traneportation 
(Peak  Hour  Voiuma) 

70  vahicles/hour 

0  vehiclas/hour 

0  vehiclas/hour 

0  vehiclas/hour 

Utilitiaa 

Water  (gallona/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Waatawatar  (gallona/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Solid  Waste  (torta/day) 

0.23 

0 

0 

0 

Electricity  (MWH/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Natural  Gaa  (tharma/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Hazardous 

Matariala/Wasta 

No  impact 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays  due 
to  UST  removals; 
facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

No  impact 

Possible  land  use 
restriction  and 
property  disposal 
delays  due  to 
remediation  of 
Landfill  No.  4 

Soils  and  Geology 

1 6  acres  disturbed 

1 4  acres  disturbed 

6  acres  disturbed 

5  acres  disturbed 

Water  Rasourcaa 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse 
impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  irrtpact 

Biological  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

0.1  acre  of 
wetland  present 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse 
impact 

Cultural  Resources 

7.4  acres  adjacent 
to  impact 

No  impact 

0.3  acre  subject  to 
impact 

No  impact 

Baker  ABB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FEIS 
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Parcel  ID 

Re«ourc«  Catagory 

PR-8 

PR-S 

PR- 10 

PR- 11 

Acraaga 

26 

18 

6 

S 

Community  Sotting 

3  direct  iobs 

2  direct  jobs 

1  direct  jobs 

1  direct  jobs 

Land  Use 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

Transportation 
(Peak  Hour  Volume) 

0  vehicles/hour 

1 4  vehicles/hour 

5  vehicles/hour 

0  vehicies/hour 

Utilities 

Water  (gallons/day) 

0 

Negligible 

Negligible 

Negligible 

Wastewater  (gailons/dayl 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Solid  Waste  Itons/day) 

0 

.84 

.01 

0.1 

Electricity  (MWH/day) 

0 

Negligible 

Nsf^igible 

Negligible 

Natural  Gas  Itherms/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Hazardous 

Matarials/Waste 

No  impact 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays 
due  to  UST 
removals; 
facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays 
due  to  UST 
removals; 
facHitiea  may 
contain  ACM 

Possible 
property 
disposal  delays 
due  to  UST 
rwnovat; 
facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

SoHa  and  Geology 

4  acres  disturbed 

3  acres  disturbed 

1  acre  disturbed 

1  acre  disturbed 

Water  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse 
impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse 

impact 

Cultural  Resources 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

M-16 


Eaker  AFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FE/S 


Table  M-2.  Influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  -  General  Aviation  Alternative* 
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Parcel  10 

R«80urce  Catagory 

AG-1 

AG-2 

AG-3 

AG-4 

Acraaga 

222 

110 

70 

44 

Community  Salting 

0  direct  jobs 

0  direct  jobs 

0  direct  jobs 

0  direct  jobs 

Land  Usa 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

Transportation 
(Paak  Hour  Voluma) 

0  vahicles/hour 

0  vehicles/hour 

0  vehicles/hour 

0  vehicles/hour 

Utilitias 

Watar  (gallons/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Wastawatar  (gallons/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Solid  Wasta  (tons/dsy) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Eiactricity  (MWH/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Natural  Gas  (tharms/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Hazardous 

Matarials/Wasta 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays  due 
to  remediation  of 

IRP  sites  artd  UST 
removal;  facilities 
may  contain  ACM 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays  due 
to  remediation  of 
Landfills  No.  2  and 
No.  3 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Soils  and  Geology 

0  acres  disturbed 

0  acres  disturbed 

0  acres  disturbed 

0  acres  disturbed 

Water  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse 
impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  imapct 

0.5  acre  of 
wetland  present 

Cultural  Resources 

37.7  acres  subject 
to  impact 

53.7  acres  subject 
to  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Baker  AFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FEIS  M  - 1 7 


Table  IVI>2.  Influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  •  General  Aviation  Alternative* 


Page  9  of  9 

Parcel  ID 

Resource  Category 

AG-S 

AG-S 

Acreage 

17 

13 

ConvnunitY  Setting 

0  direct  jobs 

0  direct  jobs 

Land  Use 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

Transportation 
(Peak  Hour  Volume) 

Utilities 

0  vehiciss/hour 

0  vehicles/hour 

Water  (galtons/day) 

0 

0 

Wastewater  (gallons/day) 

0 

0 

Solid  Waste  (tons/day) 

0 

0 

Electricity  (MWH/day) 

0 

0 

Natural  Gas  (therms/day) 

0 

0 

Hazardous 

Materials/Waste 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Soils  artd  Geology 

0  acres  disturbed 

0  acres  disturbed 

Water  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

Cultural  Resources 

No  impact 

No  impact 

*  Influencing  factors  and  impacts  are  relative  to  closure  baseline  conditions  except  for  aircraft  noise  contours  which  show 
total  noise  levels. 

AAFES  =  Army-Air  Force  Exchange  System. 

ACM  =  Asbestos-containing  material. 

DNL  =  Day-rtight  average  sound  level. 

IRP  a  Installation  Restoration  Program. 

MWH  a  megawatt-hours. 

NA  a  not  applicable. 

USTs  a  UndargrouTMi  storage  tanks. 


M-18 


Baker  AFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FEIS 


Table  M-3.  Influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  -  Non-Aviation  Alternative 

Page  1  of  7 


Parcel  10 

Ra«ourc«  Category 

IND-1 

IND  2 

INO-3 

IND-4 

Acreage 

540 

114 

80 

65 

Community  Setting 

1 ,007  direct  jobs 

212  direct  jobs 

1 49  direct  jobs 

120  direct  jobs 

Land  Use 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

Transportation 
(Peak  Hour  Volume) 

41 5  vehicles/hour 

87  vehirles/fiour 

62  vahicles/hour 

50  vehicles/hour 

Utilities 

Water  (gallons/day) 

41,160 

8,658 

6,115 

4.916 

Wastewater  (gallons/day) 

32,928 

6,926 

4,892 

3,933 

Solid  Waste  (tons/day) 

6.47 

1.37 

0.96 

0.77 

Electricity  (MWH/day) 

76.26 

16.04 

11.33 

9. 11 

Natural  Gas  (therms/day) 

3,169 

666 

471 

379 

Hazardous 

Materiais/Waste 

Possible  land  use 
restrictions  and 
property  disposal 
delays  due  to 
remediation  of  IRP 
sites  and  UST 
removals 

Possible  land  use 
restrictions  and 
property  disposal 
delays  due  to 
remediation  of  IRP 
sites  and  UST 
removals;  facilities 
may  contain  ACM 

Possible  land  use 
restrictions  and 
property  disposal 
delays  due  to 
remediation  of 

Landfill  No.  3  aivf 

UST  removals; 
facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays 
due  to  UST 
removal;  acilities 
ma  /  contain 

ACM 

Soils  and  Geology 

35  acres  disturbed 

22  acres  disturbed 

1 6  acres  disturbed 

1 4  acres 
disturbed 

Water  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverso 
impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse 
impact 

Cultural  Resources 

3.3  acres  subject  to 
impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Baker  ABB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FBIS  M- 1 9 


Table  M-3.  Influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  -  Non-Aviation  Alternative* 

Page  2  of  7 


Parcel  ID 

Resource  Category 

tNT(E)-1 

INT(E)-2 

C-1 

C-2 

Acreage 

53 

45 

56 

31 

Corrvnunity  Setting 

1 1 3  direct  jobs;  900 
students  on  site 

5  direct  jobs 

707  direct  jobs 

389  direct  lobs 

Land  Use 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

Incompatible 
with  adiscent 
residential  land 

use 

Transportation 
(Peak  Hour  Volume) 

83  vehicles/hour 

0  vehtcies/hour 

837  vebicles/hour 

480 

vehicles /hour 

Utilities 

Water  (galtons/day) 

49,500 

Negligible 

4,891 

2,690 

Wastewater  (gallons/day) 

39,600 

0 

3,913 

2,152 

Solid  Waste  (tons/day) 

1.50 

0.06 

4.53 

2.49 

Elactricity  (MWH/day) 

10.81 

Negligible 

9.50 

5.23 

Natural  Gas  (thanms/day) 

423 

0 

266 

147 

Hazardous 

Possible  land  use 

Possible  land  usv 

Possible  property 

Possible  property 

Materials /Waste 

restrictions  and 
property  disposal 
delays  due  to 
remediation  of  AAFES 
Service  Station  and 

UST  removals; 
facilities  may  contain 
ACM 

restrictions  arvf 
property  disposal 
delays  due  to 
remediation  of  IRP 
sites. 

disposal  delays  due 
to  UST  removals; 
facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

disposBl  delays 
due  to  UST 
removals; 
facilities  may 
contain  ACM 

Soils  and  Geology 

9  acres  disturbed 

23  acres  disturbed 

46  acres  disturbed 

1 6  acres 
disturbed 

Water  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  edverse  impact 

No  adverse 

Impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biologicai  Resources 

No  adverse  inspect 

1 .4  acres  of  wetland 
present 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse 
impact 

Cultural  Resources 

No  impact 

7.4  acres  subject  to 
impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 
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Tabi«  M*3.  influencing  Factors  end  Impecu  by  Lend  Use  Percei  -  Non-Avtetion  Aitemetive* 

Page  3  of  7 


Parcel  ID 

a««ourca  Cotagory 

HI 

R  2 

a  3 

PR  ! 

Acraaga 

101 

95 

28 

302 

Community  Sailing 

2S7  on  sita  population 

242  on  site  population 

280  or«  »ta 
population 

0  dsfACi 

land  Uta 

Incompatipia  aniri 
adiacanl  agncuKurai 
land  use 

«rt(h 

*nd  comm«fCi«l  (And 

UtAt 

No  conttici 

Nc  conflict 

Tranaportation 
(Paai:  Hour  Voluma) 

79  vehieiaa/houf 

80  veNclas  Ivour 

58  vaNic4as.itKiur 

0  vahiclas  "hour 

Utilitias 

Watar  <gai)ona/dav) 

44.100 

42,300 

45.000 

0 

Waatawatar  (gatlont/day) 

35,280 

33,840 

36.000 

0 

Solid  Watta  (tona/day) 

9.15 

7  88 

2  11 

0 

Elactricity  (MWH/day) 

0  01 

Negligibla 

Naglgibla 

0 

N*’  <ral  Gaa  (tharma/dayl 

Nagligibia 

Negli^bla 

N .  ,'tigit>te 

0 

Hazard  oua 

Facilitiea  may  contain 

Possible  property 

Faciktiee  may 

Possible  iarxt  use 

Matarials/Weata 

ACM 

disposal  delays  due  to 

UST  removals; 
lacilities  may  contain 

ACM 

contain  ACM 

restnclions  and 
property  disposal 
delays  dut  to 
ramadiation  o< 
landW  No  4 

Soila  and  Gaology 

49  acres  disturbed 

37  acres  disturbed 

1 1  acres  disturbed 

28  acrai 

disturbed 

Watar  Raaourcea 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  AdvArt# 
smpAct 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noiaa 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Resourcaa 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

1  01  acres  ol 
wetland  present 

Cultural  Resourcaa 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

127  acree 
sobtect  to  impact 

Baker  APB  Disposal  and  Reuse  PE/S 
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Table  M-3.  Influancuig  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  -  Non-Aviation  Alternative* 

Page  4  of  7 


Parcel  10 

lourc*  Cat«gorv 

PR-a 

PR-3 

|||QQ|||H|||||||H 

PR  5 

r64i9e 

148 

118 

45 

33 

mmunity  Satttng 

0  direct  jobs 

1 5  direct  lobs 

0  direct  )obs 

0  direcl  |obs 

-Kl  Uas 

No  conllict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

inaportation 
lak  Hour  voluma) 

0  vahiclas/hour 

82  vahiclaa/hour 

0  vehicles /bour 

0  vehicte/houf 

Ittiaa 

lA/atar  igatlona/day) 

Negltgibla 

Nagligibla 

0 

0 

lA/aatawatar  (giMons/dayl 

Nagligibla 

Na(^igibla 

0 

0 

Soiid  Waata  (tor>a/day> 

0.2S 

0,50 

0.07 

0  06 

Elactricity  {MWH/day) 

Nagligibla 

Nagligibla 

0 

0 

Natural  Gaa  Itharma/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

zardoua 

Posaibla  land  usa 

Facilities  may  contain 

Facilities  may  contain 

Possible  property 

itariala/Waata 

rastrictions  ar^d 
proparty  disposal 
dalaya  dua  to 
ramadiation  of  Landfill 
No.  2 

ACM 

ACM 

disposal  delays 
due  to  UST 
removals;  facilibas 
may  contain  ACM 

ila  and  Gaology 

IS  acres  disturbed 

1 3  acres  disturbed 

1 1  acres  disturbed 

8  acres  disturbed 

itar  Raaourcas 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

i9« 

No  impart 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

logical  Raaourcas 

16.6  acres  of  wetland 
present 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

Iturtf  Raaourcas 

I  1 .3  acre!  aubjact  to 

impact 

0.4  acra  subject  to 
impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

22 
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Tabla  M>3.  Influancing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  -  Non-Aviation  Alternative* 
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Parcel  ID 

R«aourc«  Category 

PR-8 

PR- 7 

PR  8 

AG-1 

Acreage 

27 

28 

5 

576 

Commurtity  Setting 

0  direct  jobs 

40  direct  jobs 

0  direct  jobs 

0  direct  jobs 

Land  Uaa 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

Tranaportation 
(Peak  Hour  VoJume) 

0  vehiclee/hour 

222  vshiciss/hour 

0  vehiclee/hour 

0  vehicles/hour 

Utilitiae 

Water  (gailone/day) 

0 

Negligible 

0 

0 

Wastewater  (gallona/dav) 

0 

Negligible 

0 

0 

Solid  Waste  (tons/day) 

0.04 

0.24 

0.01 

0 

Electricity  (MWH/day) 

0 

Negligible 

0 

0 

Natural  Gas  (tharms/day} 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Hazardous 

Materials/Wasta 

No  impacts 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays  due  to 

UST  removals; 
facilities  may  contain 

ACM 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays  due 
to  UST  removals; 
facilities  may  contain 
ACM 

Possibia  property 
disposal  delays 
due  to  remediation 
of  landfills 

Soils  ar«d  Geology 

7  acres  disturbed 

6  acres  disturbed 

5  acres  disturbed 

0  acres  disturbed 

Water  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

3.3  acres  of 
wetiarvf  present 

Cultural  Resources 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

64.5  acres  subject 
to  impact 

Baker  aFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FEIS 
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Table  M-3.  Influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  -  Non-Aviation  Alternative* 
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Parcel  ID 

Rdsourco  Cdtagory 

AG-2 

AG-3 

AG-4 

AG-5 

AcrMga 

250 

216 

209 

45 

Community  Setting 

0  direct  jobs 

0  direct  jobs 

0  direct  jobs 

0  direct  jobs 

Land  Use 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

Incompatible  with 
adjacent  residential 
larKi  use 

No  conflict 

Transportation 
(Peak  Hour  Volume) 

0  vehicles/hour 

0  vehicles/hour 

0  vehicles/hour 

0  vehicies/hour 

Utilities 

Water  (gaDons/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Wastewater  (gatlons/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Solid  Waste  (tons/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Electricity  (MWH/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Natural  Gas  (therms/day) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Hazardous 

Materials/Wasta 

No  impact 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays  due  to 
remediation  of  landfills 

Possible  property 
disposal  delays  due 
to  UST  removals; 
facilities  may  contain 
ACM 

No  impact 

Soils  and  Geology 

0  acres  disturbed 

0  acres  disturbed 

0  acres  disturbed 

0  acres  disturbed 

Water  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

3.7  acres  of  wetland 
present 

0.1  acre  of 
wetland  present 

Cultural  Resources 

No  impact 

37.7  acres  subject  to 
impact 

No  impact 

0.3  acre  subject 
to  impact 
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Table  M>3.  Influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  •  Non-Aviation  Alternative* 
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Parcel  ID 

Resource  Category 

AG-6 

AG  7 

AG-8 

Acreage 

42 

16 

16 

Community  Setting 

0  direct  jobs 

0  direct  jobs 

0  direct  jobs 

Land  Use 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

Transportation 
(Peak  Hour  Volume) 

0  vahicles/hour 

0  vehiclas/hour 

0  vehiclas/hour 

Utilities 

Water  (galions/day) 

0 

0 

0 

Westewater  (gallons/day) 

0 

0 

0 

Solid  Waste  (tons/day) 

0 

0 

0 

Electricity  (MWH/day) 

0 

0 

0 

Natural  Gas  (therms/day) 

0 

0 

0 

Hazardous 

Materials/Waste 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Possible  property 
disposal  delay  due  to 
remediation  of 

Landfill  No.  4 

Soils  and  Geology 

0  acres  disturbed 

0  acres  disturbed 

0  acres  disturbed 

Water  Resources 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noise 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Resources 

0.6  8cra  of  wetland 
present 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  irrtpact 

Cultural  Resources 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

AAFES  =  Army-Air  Force  Exchange  System. 
ACM  =  Asbestos- containing  material. 

IRP  s  Installation  Restoration  Progrant. 

MWH  =  megawatt-hours. 

NA  S'  not  applicable. 

USTs  sc  Underground  storage  tanks. 
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Table  M<4.  influencing  Factors  and  impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  •  Other  Land  Use  Concepts* 

Page  1  of  2 


Parcel  ID 

Rasourca  Catagory 

MKA-1 

MKA-2 

ICM-1 

ICM  2 

Acraaga 

26 

20 

212 

65 

Communitv  Satting 

260  on-sits  population 

1 85  orvsita  population 

5  direct  jobs 

0  direct  jobs 

Land  Uta 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

No  conflict 

Transportation 
(Paak  Hour  Voiuma) 

56  vehiciss/hour 

40  vaNclesfhour 

5  vshiciss/hour 

0  vehicles/hour 

Utilitias 

Watar  (gaUona/day) 

45,000 

32,000 

Negligible 

Negligible 

Waatawatar  (gallona/day) 

33,840 

24,080 

Negligible 

Negligible 

Sc^id  Wasta  (tons/day) 

7.68 

5.46 

Negligible 

Negligible 

Elactricity  (MWH/dayl 

Nagligibla 

Negligible 

Negligible 

Ne(^igible 

Natural  Gas  (tharms/day) 

Nagligibla 

Negligible 

Negligible 

Negligible 

Hazardous 

Matarials/Wasts 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Possible  lar>d  use 
restrictions  and 
property  disposal 
delays  due  to 
remediation  of  Landfill 
No.  4 

No  impact 

Soils  and  Gaology 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Watar  Rasourcss 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Noiss 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

No  impact 

Biological  Rasourcss 

No  adverse  impact 

No  adverse  impact 

10.8  acres  of  wetland 
present 

No  adverse  impact 

Cultural  Rasourcss 

No  impact 

No  impact 

90  acres  subject  to 
impact 

50.2  acres  subject 
to  impact 
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Table  M-4.  Influencing  Factors  and  Impacts  by  Land  Use  Parcel  •  Other  Land  Use  Concepts* 

Page  2  of  2 


Raaourca  Catagory 

Parcel  ID 

ICM-3 

Acraaga 

Community  Sorting 

0  direct  joba 

Land  Uaa 

No  conflict 

Tranaportation 

0  vahiclea/hour 

(Paak  Hour  Voluma) 

Utilitiaa 

Watar  (gallona/day) 

Nagligibia 

Waatawator  (gallona/day) 

Nagligibla 

Solid  Waata  (tona/day) 

Nai^igibla 

Etactricity  (MWH/day) 

Nagligibla 

Natural  Gaa  (tharma/day) 

Negligible 

Hazardoua 

No  impact 

Matariala/Waata 

Soila  and  Gaology 

No  impact 

Watar  Raaourcaa 

No  advaraa  impact 

Air  Quality 

NA 

Noiaa 

No  impact 

Biological  Reaourcaa 

2.4  acres  of  wetland 

present 

Cultural  Raaourcac 

37.2  acres  subject  to 

impact 

MWH  m  iTMoawatt-hours. 
NA  »  not  available. 


Baker  AFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FB/S 


M-27 


EXPLANATION 

A  Airfietd  iNT(E)  Institutional  (Education} 

AS  Aviation  Support  C  Commercial 

INO  Industrial  R  Residential 

INT(M}  Institutlonat  (Medical)*  PR  Public/Recreation 


AQ  Agriculture 

VL  Vacant  Land  * 
•  Base  Boundary 


Land  Use  Parcels 
Proposed  Action 


ru  I 

0  625  1250  2500  Feet 
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Not  Applicable 

Eaker  AFB  Disposal  and  Reuse  FEIS 


Figure  M-1 


EXPLANATION 

Land  Use  Parcels  - 

A  Airfield 

INT(E)  Institutional  (Education) 

AG  Agriculture 

General  Aviation 

AS  Aviation  Support 

C 

Commercial 

VL  Vacant  Land  • 

Alternative 

INO  Industrial 

R 

Residential 

— Base  Boundary 

INT(M)  Institutional  (Medicalj 

*  PR 

Public/Recreation 

an 

0  625  1250  2500  Feet 

*  Not  Applicable 

Figure  M-2 
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EXPLANATION  Land  Use  Parcels  - 
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Airfield  * 

INT(E)  Institutional  (Education) 

AQ  Agriculture 

Non-Aviation 

AS 

Aviation  Support  * 

C  Comtnercial 

VL  Vacant  Land  * 

Alternative 

mo  Industrial  R  Residential  ....  Base  Boundary 


mT(M)  Institutional  (Medical)  *  PR  Public/Recreation 

ru  I 


0  62S  1290  2500  Feet 


*  Not  ApplicstiJie 


Figure  M-3 
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EXPLANATION 

MKA  McKinney  Act  Proposal 

ICM  Interpretive  Center/Museutit 
...  —  Base  Boundary 

run  A  Figure  M-4 
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